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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
ESTABLISHMENT -- FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAMME - STATE MASS 
EDUCATION AND MEDIA OFFICER - QUALIFICATIONS AND 

METHOD OF APPOINTMENT - FIXED . 


HEALTH (FP) DEPARTMENT 
G. O , MS. 99/73 /HD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 13th April 1973 . 


NOTIFICATION 
In exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section (1) of section 2 of the 
Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 ( 19 of 1968) , ihe Government of Keraja 
hereby make the following rules in respect of the qualification , meth d of 
appointment, etc., for the post of “ State Mass Education and Media 
Officer, State Family Planning Bureau of the Health Services Department" , 
namely : 


Rules : 


. 


1. Appointment. - Appointment to the post shall be made by direct 
recruitment on the advice of the Public Service Commission . 

2. (1) No person shall be eligible for appointment to the post if he has 
completed or will completē the age of 45 years on the first day of Ju yo! 
the year in which applications for selection for appointment are invited . 

(2) No person shall be eligible for appointment to the post unless 
he possesses the qualifications specified below : 

(a) (i) should be a Graduate of a recognised University ; 
( ii ) should have at least seven years experience of Mask 

Com unication /Field Publicity in a Governmeo : Organi 
sation or quasi -Government organisation or. GuV. Intent 
owned com any or Government owned Corporation or 
any company registered under the Indian Companies 
Act. 


(b ) Desirable 

Experience of working in the Development /Agriculture 

Health / Family Planning Programme 
G. 600 . 

[Po. 
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3. A Probationer in the post shall pass the following tests within the 
seriod of probation if he has not already passed them : 

Account Test for Executive Officers. 


By order of the Governor, 
U. MAHABALA RAO , 

Secretary 


Kerala Gazette No. 19 dated 8th May, 1973. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
„Labour (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 10093 -B3/72 /LBR . 

* Dated, Trivandrumi 27th January 1973 . 
The following draft of certain amendments to the Kerala Boiler 
Attendants Rules, 1957 which the Government of Kerala propose to make 
* exercise of the powers conferred by section 29 of the Indian Boilers Act, 
1923 (Central Act 5 of 1923 ), is hereby published for general information as 
1equired by section 31 of the said Act. Notice is hereby given that the said 
draft will be taken into consideration on or after 1-8-1973 . 

Any objection or suggestion which may be received from any person 
vith respect to the said draft before the date specified above will be consi-, 
dered by the Government. bjections or suggestions shall be addressed to 
the Secretary to Government, Labour Department, Government-Secretariat, 
Trivandrum . 

DRAFT AMENDMENTS 
In the said rules : 

1. In rule 23 , for sub rule (1), the following sub rule shall be substi 
tuted ; namely : 
* “ ( 1) (a ) Candidates for examination for certificate of competency 

shall pay a fee of Rs. 30 for 1st Class Boiler Certificates 

and Rs. 20 for 2nd Class Boiler Certificates. 
(b) A fee of Rs. 15 shall be paid for the issue of a duplicate 

certificate . 
(c) . A fee of Rs. 10 shall be paid for endorsement on a certificate 

for validity in the State of Kerala under Rule 22." ; 
2. In rule 25, the words “ may apply within one year from the date of 
payment, for a refund of the fee, or he shall be omitted ; 

3. In rule 36 , in clause (a ), for the words " two years the words 
“ three years" shall be substituted . 

By order of the Governor , 
U.MAHABALA RAO , 

Secretary . 


G.679 
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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. No. 319 /73/LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd March 1973 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilonia respect of Le dispute between 
Sri Kaniath George Robero , Coir Factory Owner, Appangad , Narackal P.O. 
and their workt en represented by ( 1) Sri V.J. Joseph ; (2 ) Sri K.S. Augustine ; 
(3 ) Sri R.N. Pappukutiy; (4 ) Sri K.K. Thangappan ; & (5 ) Sri P.C. Chow 
rappan , workers of Sri Kaniath George Robero s Coir Factory, Appa.gad , 
Narackal received by Guvernunene on 7-2-1973 - s hereby published ndei 
Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 
G. RAGHAVAN PILLAI, 

* Under Secretary. 
In the Labour Court (Kerala State), Quiloa 
Dated this the 27 h day of January, 1973. 

Present : 
SRI A. T. KUNHIKORA , B. A., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 74/68 

Between 
SRI KANIATH GEORGE ROBERO 
Coir FACTORY OWNER, APPANGAD, NARACKAL P. O. 

And 

TIIE WORKMEN 
OF THE ABOVE CONCERN REPRESENTED BY (1) SRI. V. J. JOSEPH , 
(2 ) SRI K. S. AUGUSTINE , ( 3 ) SRI R.N PAPPUKUTTY , 
(4 ) SRI K , K. THANGAPPAN , (5 ) SRI P. C. CHOWRAPPAN , 
WORKERS OF SRI KANIATH GEORGE ROBERO S 

Coir FACTORY , APPANGAD , NARACKAL . 
Representations: 

Sri M. Ramachandran ,. 
Advocate , 

For the Management 
Ernakulam . 
Sri P. Sankarankutty , 
Advocate , 

For the Workmen 
Ernakulam . 
G , A , 54 
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AWARD 


This is an Industrial dispute between Shri Kaniath George Robero , 
Coir Factory Owner, Appangad , Narackal P. O., and theworkmen of the 
above concern represented by (1) Sri V. J. Joseph , (2 ) Sri K , S. Augustine, 
( 3 ) Sri R. N. Pappukutty, (4 ) Sri K. R. Thankappan , (5 ) Sri. 
P. C. Chowrappan , workers in Sri Kaniath George Robei o s Coir Factory, 
Appangad , Narackal over the non - employment of the above mentioned 5 
persons and 8 others mentioned in the reference order by the Government 
w 10 were employees in the George Robero s Coir Factory refer 
red to this Court for adjudication under Section 10 (1 ) (c ) of the Indus 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) by the Government of 
Kerala , in their Order, Labour and Social Welfare (Labour H ) Department, 
G. O. Rt. No. 5 /68 /LSWD, Trivandrum , Dated 26-6-1968 . 

2. In pursuance of notice issued , the parties entered appearance and put 
in their respective statements . 

3. The case of the employees stated briefly is as follows. Sri V. J. Joseph 
and others mentioned in the reference . order by the Government had been 
working in the factory of Sri. George Robero from the year 1960 onwards, 
They were denied employment for havin written to the Factory Inspector 
that the factory run by the management has not been registered under the 
Factory s Act. The Factory Inspector visited the factory on 5-2-1968 and 
the workers were denied employment from the very next day onwards. 
further , these employees were taking steps jointly for the betterment of their 
service conditions by approaching the authorities and the management did 
not like this. Therefore, the management,wanted to victimize these emplo 
yees by denying employment to them . It is submitted that the denial of 
employment is most illegal and the managementmay be directed to rcin 
state tiem in service from the date of denial of employment to them together 
with their back wages. : 

4. The case of the management state briefly, is as follows. These persons 
were not employed by him from the year 1960 onwards as alleged .. Sri 
Robero has al:o stated that he was not running the factory and he had not 
denicd employment to them . According to Sri Robero , these persons who 
were working somewhere else had occasionally worked on the looms of his 
* son who had separate registration for the loomsunder the Coir Board and 
for salestax purpose . 

5. On the side of theworkers, four witnesses, were examined as W.W.1 
to W.W.4 and Exhibits W. 1 to W7 were got filed . On the side of the 
inanagement, the Proprietor of the concern was examined 
I W.1 and Exhibits E.I to E.5 were got filed . 

. It is conceded that the factory is not now working and hence the 
question of re-employment does not arise and even if the employees are 
Sutitled to any relief, they are only entitled for compensation . 


as 


7. Now the questions for , consideration are whether these workers were 
employees under Sri Robero in his Coir factory and whether employment . 
was denied to them by him and to what relief these employees are entitlid to ? 
W.W.1 is one of the employees. He has worn to the case of the workmen 
as stated above. When work was denied to them , they made a complaint to 
the Assistant Labour Officer, Parur . Exhibit W.1 is the copy of this com 
plaint. Exhibit W.2 is a petition given by someof the factory workers to 
the Inspector of Factories, Alwaye. On r« ceiving this petition , the Factory 
Inspector visited the spot and from that date oawards work was denied to 
them . They made a complaint to the Assistant Labour Officer, Parur in the 
matter and Exhibit W.3 is the copy of this complaint. They also published 
Dotices stating that the denial of employment to them was illegal. Exhibit 
W : 4 is a copy of the printed notice.w.w . I would also - say that after 
employment was denied to them , the Proprietor was running the business in 
some other name. But there is no other evidence to substantiate this state 
ment. W.W.2 Sri Pappukutty is another employee in this concern to whom 
work was denied . Hewould also say that from 1968 onwards, employment 
was denied to him as well as to other workers. According to him , he was 
employed there from 1962 onwards. W.W : 3 is the Assistant Labour Officer, 
Parur . He would say that there was a conference convened by the then 
Assistant Labour Officer , Parur in respect of this dispute and the Proprietor 
of the Coir Factory had then agreed that from 27-11-1967 onwards the 
factory will be reopened and the employees will be given work. Exhibit W.5 
is the meiaorandum of settloment arrived at this conference Exhibit W.6 
is the petition given by these 13 wo kers, to W.W.3.: W.W.4 is the Addi 
tional Inspector of Factories, Alwaye. He would say that the employees 
sent a petition to the Inspector of Factories and on 5-2-1968 the Additional 
Factories Inspector visited the Factory of Rubero . 

8. Sri Robero ag E.W.1 would swear that he was a poor worker and he 
was working in the Aspinwall till 1960 and in the year 1963, he started a 
small coir factory investing about Rs. 1,000 . Himself, his wife and children 
were working in his factory . According to him , he had not employed any 
persons there. At times, he had engaged Sri V. J. Joseph to do work there. 
On the whole for one or two days in a month , Sri V. J. Joseph used to do 
work there. There will be work only for few days and the nature of work 
was thathe will make some coir mats and he will carry them from house to 
house for sale and after getting the price for these coir mats, he will again 
make coir mats for sale. According to him , the Assistant Labour Officer 
called him and asked him to give work to the employees . Then he told him 
that he had no money with him and he employees have agreed to take some 
money and when they contribute this money he will start work and give them 
employment. Exhibit E. 1 is the registration of the Coir Factory in his name. 
Exhibit E.2 is the registration of the. Coir Factory in the name 
of his son. Exhibit E.3 is the sales tax. assessment in the name of his son . 
Exhibit E.4 is the copy of the petition given by him to the Additional Inspe 
ctor of Factories. Exhibit E.5 series (4 in No.) are stated to be the certificates 
ginen by some of the employees under whom some of these pefsons. were 
working for some time. 


9. Now the case of the proprietor of this concern is that he had not 
employed these workmen for the work and as such , there was no occasion 
for denying employment to them . This contention has not got any force 
whatsoever in view of Exhibit W5 memorandum of settlement signed before 
the Assistant Labour Officer, Alwaye. From Exhibit W 5 it is seen that 
Sri Robero who owns the Coir Factory had agreed to give employment to 
these workers from 27-11-1967 onwards after opening the coir factory . As 
such , it is seen that Sri Robero had agreed to reopen the factory and to give 
employment to these employees who were working there . But ihe factory 
was not reopen d and these persons were also not given employment. 
WW3 the Assistant Labour Officer has sworn to this fact. WW 3 has 
further stated that the 13 employees in this concern were involved in this 
dispute.. Under the circums ances, it is clear that employment was denied 
to these persons by the Çoir Factory owner Sri, Robero and there was no 
justification for denying employment to them . He had also not adopted the 
legal course is denying employment to them . The question of reinstatement 
does not arise because the factory is not working. Even though Wwi had 
stated that this factory is working in some other place, there is nothing else 
in support of this statement. At any rate , there is no case that Sri George 
Robero is running this factory now . As such , there is only scope to award 
compensation as far as these employees are concerned . WW 1 has stated that 
this factory was started in 1961 and after that there was work for some time 
and subsequently, he was told that there was no work there. He had worked 
there only till 7-5-1962 and subsequently, he was called for work only during 
the month of March , 1966. After that, he worked continuously till 21-2-1968. 
The other workers were working there from 1962 May onwards . WW2 
would say that he was working there from 1962 onwards. According to him 
he joined for work there two years after the factory was started . 

The case 
of the management is that the factory was started only in 1963. Exhibit El 
registration certificate will go to show that the factory was started on 
12-8-1963 . The Proprietor has not produced any records to show , as to when 
these employees were actually employed by him . At any rate , it would 
appear that this factory was started in August, 1963 and as such , these 
persons could have been employed only after that. The proprietor of this 
factory himself was a poor labourer and he håd to stop the factory because of 
the financial difficulties. Considering these circumstances, I would think 
that it will be just and proper to award compensation in such a way as not to 
cause undue hardship to the proprietor also . I would therefore think that 
an amount equal to three month s wages has to be awarded as compensation 
in this case. According to WWI, the average wage per week which he 
used to get was Rs. 37 to 47. According to Sri. Robero , there will be work 
only for two or three days in a month . The parties have not produced any 
records regarding the same. WW 2 has not stated anything regarding the 
wages which he was getting . Considering the nature of work and the finan 
cial position of the proprietor, I would think that the employees were not 
getting more than Rs. 100 per mon: h , for the work there . In the result , 
direct Sri George Robero , the Proprietor of this concern to pay Rs. 300 each 
to the thirteen employees concerned in this case as compensation for the 
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denial of employment to them . He will also pay Rs. 100 in all to these 13 
employecs towards costs in these proceedings. An award is passed accorde 
ingly . 

This award will come into force on the expiry of 30 days after its 
publication in the Government Gazette . 

A. T. KUNHIKORA , 

Presiding Officer . 

Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Workmen : 
,WW1 

V. J. Joseph 
WW2 Pappukutty 
WW3 T. P. Velayudhan 
WW4 

P. Ponnian Nadar 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management : 

EW1 George Robero 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Workmen : 
W1 • True 

copy of the complaint dated 15-11-1967 by the workmen 

of the Coir Factory to the Assistant Labour Officer, Parur . 
W2 

Petition dated 9-1-1968 from some of the workers in the Coir 

Factory to the Inspector of Eactories, Alwaye. 
True copy of complaint dated 16-2-1968 by some of the 
workers in the Coir factory to the Assistant Labour Officer, 

Parur. 
W4 : 

Printed Notice dated 23-4-1968 by Sri. V. J. Joseph . 
W5 Memorandum of Settlement dated 23-11-1967 between the 

workmen and the proprietor. 
W6 Copy of conciliation notice dated 17-11-1967 by the Assistant 

Labour Officer , Parur to the Proprietor of the Coir Factory 

and workmen , 
W7 Letter dated 29-12-1967 by Shri George Robero . 
Exhibits marked on the side of the management : 
E1 True copy of the certificate of registration of industrial establish 

ment issued to Sri George Robero. 
E2 True copy of the certificate of registration of Industrial establish 

ment issued to son of Sri George Robero.." 
E3 True copy of sales tax assessment in the name of Sri Joseph 

pero . 
E4 True copy of petition dated 26-2-1968 from Sri George Robero 

to the Additional Inspector of Factories , Alwaye. 
E5 Series (4 in No.): Certificate given by some of the employers under 

whom some of these workmen were working for some time. 


W3 


G. A.54 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
-Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. No. 267/73/LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 12th March 1973 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the 
dispute between the Superintendent, Ambanad Estate, Kulathupuzha and 
the workmen represented by the Secretary for the Kerala , Estate Staffs 
Union of South India , Kottayam -4 , received by Government on 6-3-1973 
is hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor 
U. MAHABALA RAO , 

Sorteary. 
In the Labour Court, (Kerala State) Quilon 
Dated this the 28th day of February , 1973 . 

Prosent : 
SHRI A. T. KUNHIKORA , 9. A., B. L .,, 

Presiding Officer 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 99/68. 

Between 
THE SUPERINTENDENT, AMBANAD ESTATE , KULATHUPUZHA. 

And 
THE WORKMEN OF THE ABOVE CONCERN , REPRESENTED BY THE SECRETARY 

FOR KERALA -ESTATES_STAFFS UNION OF SOUTH INDIA , KOTTAYAM -4 . 
Representations. 

Shri K. V.R. Shenoi, 
M /s. Menon & Pai, 

For the Management 
Advocates, Ernakulam . 
Shri K. Bhanu , Secretary for 

Kerala , Estates Staffs Union For the Union 
of South India , Kottayam -4. 

AWARD 
This is an Industrial Dispute between the Superintendent, Ambanad 
Estate, Kulathupuzha and the workmen of the above concern represented 

G. A. 25 / B 
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by the Secretary for Kerala , Estate Staffs Union of South India, Kottayam -4 
referred to this Court : for adjudication under Section 10 (1 ) (c ) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). by the Govern 
nent of Kerala , in their Order, Labour & Social Welfare (H ) Department, 
G. O. Rt. No. 560 /68 /LSWD, Trivandrum , Dated 23-9-1968. The issue 
referred for decision is denial of senior grade " A " to Shri Mathai Mani, 
Ist Assistant Conductor, Ambanad Estato , Kulathupuzha by the manage 
ment. 

. 2. In pursuance of notice issued , the parties entered appearance and 
put in their respective statements. 

3. The case of the union stated briefly is as follows. Sri MathaiMani 
was working in middle division of Ambanad Estate from where he was 
transferred to Arundale Division of Ambanad Estate in 1966 as Second 
Assistant Conductor. The 1st Assistant Conductor of Arundale Division at 
that time was one Mr. V. P.George. Sri George was promoted as condu 
ctor during the end of 1966 and was transferred from Ambanad Estate to 
Koney Estate belonging to the same company. After the transfer of 
Sri George on promotion ; Șri Mathai Mani occupied the post of Sri George 
as 1st Assistant conductor and has been discharging the duties and responsi 
bilities of the Ist Assistant Conductor. The management did not give the 
benefit of Senior Grade A to Sri MathaiMani as per the provision in the 
agreement dated 4-5-1968 , between LUPASI/ESUSI . Eventhough 
Sri Mathai Manimade certain representations, the management did not give 
him senior grade A . Some conciliation efforts were made and this also did 
not succeed . The claim of the union is based upon clause 6 of the agreement 
referred to above. According to this agreement, where four or more staff 
are employed in a division including head staff, the first Assistant will be in 
senior Grade A and the remaining Assistant will be in the general grade. 
In this case eventhough Sri Mathai Mani has occupied the post of the 1st 
Assistant consequent on the transfer of Sri V. P. George (the management 
refused to give him the benefit of Senior Grade A on the plea that there 
were not 4 staff including the head staff after the promotion and transfer 
of Sri V. P. George. According to the union , this plea of the management 
is frivolous because the management had not replaced or appointed another 
staff consequent on the transfer of Sri George from that division . Again 
aecording to the union , this action of the management also violates Clause 13 
of the agreementreferred to above. Regarding the strength of the staff, the 
agreement is that the member estates should fill staff positions by staff 
cmployed on staff scales of pay . The management in this case has not only 
denied the benefit of Senior Grade A to SriMathai Mani but has also 
reduced the number of staff since they have not appointed one to fill up the 
junior cadre in the field in Arundale Division of Ambanad Estate consequent 
to the promotion and transfer of Sri George. It is therefore requested that 
an award may be passed directing the management to grant the benefit of 
senior grade A to Sri MathaiMani from the date of which he became the 
First Assistant. 


. 
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4. The case of the management to put short is as follows. The 
management has admitted that the 1st Assistant of the Arundale Division 
was Sri V. P. George. He was promoted and transferred to Koney Estate 
with effect from 1st January , 1967. It is also admitted that Sri Mathai 
Mani was then working in the same division as Assistant Conductor and 
during the time of transfer of Sri George, the staff strength was four there. 
According to theminagement, after the transfer of Sri V. P. George to 
Korey Estate there were only three mernbers on the field staff of this division 
including Sri Mathai Mani. According to the settlement referred to above 
when there were only 3 members of the field staff in a division of an Estate, 
there is no provision to give Senior Grade A to the First Assistant. As 
such, when there are only three members in the fuld staff Sri Mathai Mani 
is not catitled to senior grade A as contended by the union . The manage 
ment has also got a case that the management has got the discretion to 
decide as to how muy field staff should be there in a particular division 
and the union cannot compel the managemeit that there should be parti 
cular number of staff in a particular division . The agreement referred to 
earlier , does not contemplate any such thing. It is also the case of the 
management that the fact that at one time there had been more than three 
members in the field staff in the Arundale division of the Estate does not in 
any case automatically determine the present adequate, requirement of the 
field staff of the division as four members. Therefore, accord ng to the 
management the contention of the union that Sri Mathai Mani is entitled 
for the Senior Grade A from the date of the transfer of Sri George is not 
sustainable . 

5. On the side of the Union , Sri Mathai Mani was examined as W.W.1 
and Exhibits W. 1 to W.6 were got filed . On the side of the management, 
two witnesses were examined as EWs. 1 and 2 and Exhibits E. I to E. 10 
were got filed by consent. 

6. Now the question for consideration is whether Sri Mathai Mani is 
entitled for Senior Grade A as claimed by the union , W.W. 1 Sri Mathai 
-Mani has sworn to the case of the union as stated above. Exhibit W. 1 is 
the copy of the settlemint referred to earlier. Sri Mitha Mani has also 
got a case that the then Manager ofthe Estate was a person who was having 
homo-sexual tendencies a id he was compelling Sri Mathai Mani for the 
Same and Sri Mathai Mani did not agree to that and as such , the Manager 
had grieva ce towards him and that is why Senior Grade A waz not given 
to hm , Exhibit W. 2 is a chit said to have been sent to him by the then 
Manager. EW.:1 is the Superintendent of Arbanad Estate . He would say 
that Ambanad Estate belongs to the Malayalam Plantations which owns 29 
estates in Kerala and two in Madras State. In 1965 he became the Superin . 
tendent in the Ambanad Estate and before that he was the Assistant Superin 
tendent in the Venture Estate . He would say that i . 1966 there were 4 staff 
members in the Arundale Division of Ambanád Esta e. From January , 1967 
the number of staff was re rice to 3 because the management was of the 
opinion that 3 staff members can do the work . 400 acres of tea is the extent of 
Arundale division . In the Venture valley group , there are 3 other estates also . 
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Ou these three Estates also there are tea divisions. In Nagamalai Estate , 
there are over 600 acres of planted to and there are only three staff membes 
there , namely one conductor and two Assistant Conductors. So also is 
Venture Estate comprising of over 600 acres of tea , there are only 3 staff 
members. In another estate called Isfield estate which comprises about 
400 acres of plated tea there are only 3 staff 

members. 

Hc 
would further say that in all the tea divisjons work is the same. 
In May 1971 , Sri Mathai Mani was transferred to one of their 
estates in Wynad area and the transfer from one estate to another is 
a condition of service of the field staff. Again according to him , there are 
5 field staff inembers who have got either the same or longer years of service 
.than SriMathai Mani anl they still continue in the general grade. Thé 
person who was the Superintendent of Ambanad Estate in 1967 left the 
service of the company in 1969 , and he is not in India now . EW . 1 also 
denies the allegation that Sri. Mathai Mani was not given the promotion 
because of the personal grievance of the then Superintendent towards him . 
He has admitted that ater the transfer of Sri. V. P. George, Sri. Mathai 
Mani became the 1st Assistant. Exhibit W.3 is a letter dated 4th April, 1967 
sent by the union to the Superintendent of the Estate regarding the strength 
of the staff and Exhibit W. 4 is the reply given by the Superintendent. 
Exhibit W.5 is the copy of the letter sent by the union to the Superintendent 
of the Estate on 9-6-1967 and Exhibit W. 6 the reply to this letter. EW.2 
is an Officer in Malayalam Plantation at Cochin and he is in charge of staff 
matters of the plantations in this company, According to him , there are 
32 rulber and tea estates in Malayalam plantations. Sri. Mathai Mani is 
working in Perrngodda Estate which is in Wynad area . According to him , 
promotion of staff members from general grade to senior grade is on the 
strength of efficiency and seniority, and be would also say that there are field 
staff members in other estates who are senior to Sri. Mathai Mani and 
drawing higher bacic salary than MathaiMani and they are even now in the 
general grade. Hewould also say that on the basis of seniority for promo 
tion purposes Sri. MathaiMani is some where near No. 10. Exhitits E. 1 
to E. 3 are the correspondences between the Estate Superin endent and 
Sri, Ma!hai Mani relating o the senior grade. As there are only three staff 
mernbers in this division Sri Mathai Mani is not entitled for s nior 
grade A . Exhibits E 4 to E. 9 are correspondence between the union and 
the Estate Management regarding this matter . Exhibit E. 10 is the copy of 
the : greement dated 22-12-1969. 

7. There is no dispute regarding the following facts . There were 
+ members of the staff in the Arundale division of the management estate 
and Sri. V. P. George was promote and transferred from this division . If 
schior grade A is given to the first Assistant, Sri. Mathai Mani is entitled 
for the same. There is also no dispute for the fact that subsequent to the 
tra isfer of Sri. George , Sri . Mathai Mani was occupying the post of Ist 
Assistant conductor in Arundale division . Sri, V. P. George was given senior 

rade while he was working as . Ist Assistant in the Arundale division . 
According to the union, at first the management did not give promotion to 
S.I. V. P. George also and the union had to interfere and then only the 


senior grade A was given to Sri. V. P. Georgo. 

Whatever that may be , 
during the time of the promotion of Sri. V. P George, he was in senior 
grade A in the capacity of first Assistant. The main contention of the 
management is that as per the agreement, the management is bound to give 
senior grade A to the first Assistant only if there are 4 staff members in the 
particular division and after the transfer of Sri.George, there wereonly 
3 staff members. The management has also got a case that there are some 
other staff members in other cstates who are seniors to Sri. MathaiMani. 
This contention has not got much force because the management has not 
transferred anybody from among them as the 1st Assistant in the Arundale 
Division giving senior grade A to that Ist Assistant. The contention of the 
union is that as per the agreement, the management is bound to give sezior 
grade A to Sri. Mathai Mani when he became the 1sst Assistant in the 
Arundale Division of the Estate consequent on the transfer of Sri. V. P. 
George. According to clause 6 (3 ) of Exhibit W. I agreement, " Where 
four or more stafi are employed in a division including head staff , the 1st 
Assistant will be in Senior Grade A and the remaining Assistants will be in 
the general grade" . Clause 13 of Exhibit W.1 states " Member estates 
should fill staff positions by staff employed on staff scales of pay " . There is 
no dispute for the fact that if there are 4 or more staff in a division the 
1 :t Assistant shall be in senior grade A . Admittedly, there were 4 staff 
members in Arundale Division till . Sri. V. P. George was promoted 
and transferred . Sri. V. P. George became entitled to the benefit of Senior 
Grade A in the Arundale Division as per the stipulation in Exhibit W.1 
settlement that the 1st Assistant must enjoy the enior grade A in the 
particular division where there are 4 or more staff members. In this case , 
Arundalc divssion was having 4 staff members in the estate. Consequent on 
the promontion and transfer of Sri. V. P. George , nobody was transferred to 
Arundale division and accordingly the number of staff members became 3 . 
This fact is relied upon by the management in order to say that Sri. Mathai 
Mani is not entitled to senior grade A " . I would think that this contention 
is against the provisions of Exhibit W. 1 setilement. When there were 
4 staff members already in the particular division ; the first assistant was, 
enjoying the benefit of senior grade A . . The management reduced the 
number of staff from 4 to 3 and the first assistant was denied the benefic on 
the plea that there are only 3 staff members. If the management inten 
tionally wants to defeat the provi ioa in -Exhibit W. 1 agreement they can 
very well transfer one staff member cach from the divisions where there are 
4 staff members to the other divisons where there are only two staff members. 
It has come out from the evidence in this case that in several divisions, there 
are only two staff members. . If such a transfer is made even these first 
assistants who were getting senior grade A will have to come down to the 
general grade on the plea that there are only 3 members of the staff in the 
division . In this case, prima facie it would appear that consequent on the 
transfer of Sri. V. P. George, the management wanted to reduce the number 
of staff in this division from 4 to 3 so that the first assistantmay not get the 
senior grado A benefit . The management has also advanced i contention 


that it is completely in the description of the management as to how many 
members of staff should be there in cach division . There is no objection to 
this but the decision of the management shall not be with a view to defeat 
the spirit of Exhibit W. 1 agreement which would adversely affect an indi... " 
vidual regarding the benefit to which he is entitled . If there are 3 field 
staff in a particular division and the number of staff is reduced to 2, there 
may not be scope for such a complaint. So also if there are 5 members of 
staff in a particular division and the staff strength is reduced to 4 , then also 
there may not be scope for such a coinplaint. But in a division where there 
were 4 members of the staff and the first assistant was enjoying the benefit of 
of Senior Grade A , and when consequent on the promotion of the first 
assistant, the number of the staff in the particular division is reduced to 
3 depriving the first assistant the benefit of senior grade A , primafacie it 
would appear that it was an act done to defeat the purpose of Exhibit W. 1 
and to deny to the particular individual, the benefit of senior grade A . 
The management has let in some evidence with a view to show that in other 
estates with almost similar arca , there are only 3 members of the staff. 
A part from the oral evidence, regarding the number of the staff no statistics 
regarding the yield etc. from this division and other divisions are produced 
in this case . If there was no real necessity for 4 staff members in the 
particular division , it is not known why 4 staff members were maintained in 
this division till the transfer of Sri George . Considering all these aspects, 
I would thik that the staff strength in the particular division was reduced 
to 3 in order to deny the benefit of senior gradc A as contemplated in 
Exhibit W. 1 to MahaiMani. This is against the terms in Exhibit W. 1 . 
When Exhibit W. 1 agreement is there, the managiment can reduce the 
staff strength from + to only on very compelling and convincing reasons. 
No records or stati: tics are produced in this case with a view to show that 
the management was forced to reduced the staff strength in this division 
from 4 to 3 due to compelling reasons. Under the circumstances, I am to 
hold that the action of the management in not having given senior grade A 
to the First Assistant, SriMathaiMani is against the provisions in Exhibit 
W. 1 agreement and it cannot be sustained on the face of Exhibit W. 1 
agreement. I therefore direct the management to give Senior Grade A to 
Sri Mathai Mani from 1-1-1967 on which date he became the Ist Assistant 
in that division of the Estate consequent on the transfer of Sri V. P. George. 
In the peculiar circumstances of this case, there will be no order as to costs. 
An award is passed accordingly . 

This award will come into force on the expiry of 30 days after its publi 
cation in the Government Gazette . 

A. T : KUNHIKORA , 

Presiding Officer. 

APPENDIX 
Witness examined on the side of the Union : 
WWI 

MathaiMani. 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management: 
EW1 

Somaya . 


EW2 K.M.Ganapathy. 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Union : 
W1 Copy of memorandum of settlement dated 4th May , 1965 . 

between the management and the Union. 
W2 A chit said to have been sent to W.W.1 by the then 

Manager of the Estate. 
W3 Copy of letter dated 4th April, 1967 sent by the Union to 

the Superintendent of the Estate. 
W4 Reply dated 18-5-1967 10 Exhibit W.3 letter. 
W5 Copy of letter dated 9th Junc, 1967 from the Union to 

the Superintendent of thc Estate. 
W6 Reply dated 12-6-1967 to Exhibit W -5 letter . 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Management: 
E1 Letter dated 24-3-1967 from W.W.1 to the Superintendent 

of the Estate . 
E2 Copy of letter dated 30-3-1967 from the Superintendent of 

tlie Estate to W W.1 . 
E3 

Letter dated 4th April, 1967 from the Union to the 

Superintendent of the Estate , 
E4 Copy of letter dated 18-5-1967 from the Superintendent of 

the Estate to the Union Secretary . 
E5 Letter dated 9th June, 1967 from the Union Secretary to 

the Superintendent of the Estate. 
E6 

Copy of letter dated 12-6-1967 from the Superintendent of 

the Estate to the Union Secretary. 
E7 Letter dated 15th June, 1967 from the Union Secretary to 

the Superintendent of the Estate. 
E8 

Letter dated 20th November, 1967 from the Union Secretary 
to The Agenis, M /s. Malayalam Plantations Ltd., 

Quilon . 
E9 Copy of letter dated 22ad November, 1967 from the 

Manager , H & C Ltd. to the Union . 
E10 Copy of Agreement dated 22-12-1969. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. No 384 /73/LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 30th March 1973. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of Bakul Cashew Co., Quilon and Anuradha Cashew 
Co., Quilon and their workmen represented by the (1) Kerala Kasuandi 
Thozhilali Kendra Council Quilon ; (2 ) Kottarakkara Taluk Cashewnut Factory 
Workers Union , Kottarakkara ; (3) Kerala Kasuandi Thozhilali Congress, 
Quilon ; and (4 ) Puthur Kasuandi Thozhilali Council, Puthur received by 
Government on 27-1-1973 is hereby published under Section 17 of the Indus . 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV 

1947) . 


By order of the Govemor, 

P. P. MATHULLA, 
Under Secretary to Government. 


IN THE COURT OF THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, ALLEPPEY 
Dated this the 22nd day of January , Nineteen hundred and Seventy Three . 

Present: 
Shri K. P. M. SHERIFF, B.Sc., B.L., 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 6 OF 1970 

Between 

THE MANAGÈMENT 
of (1) Bakul Cashew Company, Quilon - 1 (2) Anuradha Cashew 

Company, Quilon 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
of the above concern represented by (1) The Kerala Kasuandi Thozhilali 
Kendra Council, Quilon - 4 ; (2 ) Kottarakkara Taluk Cashewnut Factory 

Workers Union Kottarakkara ; (3 ) Kerala Kasuandi 

Thozhilali Congress Quilon and (4) Puthur 

Kasuandi Thozhilali Council , Puthur . 
Representations: 

Shri N. Palpu , 
Advocate , Quilon 

For Management No. 1. 


GA-65/MC. 


For Management No. 2 . 


For Union No.- 1. 


Shri C. V. Padmarajan , 

Advocate, Quilon 
Shri K. C. Mohanan , 

General Secretary, 
Kerala Kasuandi Thozhilali 
Kendra Council 
Shri T. M. Prabha, 

Vice President, 
Kottarakkara Taluk Cashewnut 

Factory Workers Union 
Shri M. Sreedharan Pillat, 
General Secretary 
Kerala Kasuandi Thozhilali 

Congress 
Shri G. Krishna Pillai, 

Secretary , Puthur Kasuandi 
Thozhilali Council 


For Union No. 2 . 


For Union No. 3 . 


For Union No. 4 . 


AWARD 


as 


This industrial dispute, between the above parties was referred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication by Goverhment as per G.O. RT. No. 33 /70 /LSWD 
dated " 7-1-1970. The only issue referred for adjudication is as follows: 

" Closure of the Puthur Factory from 14-8-1968 to 3-9-1968 and from 

March 1969 without proper notice and settlement of dues of workers." 
2. Pursuant to summons the parties appeared and the Management 1 and 2 
Aled their vakalaths respectively. After a few adjournments Unions 1 and 4 
filed a joint claim statement and thereafter Unions 2 and 3 filed their 
claim statement also . 

3. In the joint claim statement of Unions 1. and. 4 it was contended 
under: 

The first Union is the Central Federation and the 4th Union is one of 
its constituents working in the Puthur area . The first Union is competent 
to represent all the workers who are members of its constituent unions. 

The concerned Puthoor Cashew Factory was run for over an year by 
M /s. Bakul Cashew Company and it was temporarily closed by them on 
14-8-1968 without notice and without payment of the legitimate dues to the 
workers . After temporarily closing the factory, the Management on a private 
understanding reopened it from 4-9-1968 in the name of Anuradha Castew 
Company , the Managing Director of which company being the son -in -law 
of the Proprietor of the Bakul Cashew Company. After running the factory 
for some more months the same was finally closed on March 21st 1969 without 
notice and without payment of retrenchment compensation , notice pay, Arrears 
of bonus, arrears of D.A., leave wages etc., to the workers concerned . Both 


the closures were without justification and was done with the sole object 
of denying the service claims of the woskers. The workers are therefore 
wtitled to get full compensation for the loss of employment sustained by 
them for the period from 14-8-1968 to 3-9-1968 and all the statutory benefits 
of closure with arrears of bonus, leave wages, D.A., etc., from the Opposite . 
Party jointly and severally. 

The Wnions concluded with a prayer that an award may be passed 
Eranting the reliefs as enumerated above. The Unions have also stated that 
a statement showing the list of worker s , their card numbers and sections 
of work and also another statement showing the amount of eligible dues 
in each account will be filled separately at the time of taking evidence . 
4. In the claim statement of Union No. 2 it was contended as follows: 

" This Union did not challenge the validity or justifiability or otherwise 
of the closure of the Puthur Cashew Factory. The closure of Puthur Factory 
is a fact and the workmen represented by this Union is only claiming the 
benefits arising out of the closure . If the Puthur cashew factory was closed 
violating all the mandatory provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, it is 
te be decided whether the workers ate entitled to closure 
compensation and notice pay or not. The workers were not given their 
dues to which they were entitled . M / s. Bakul Cashew Company run the 
Puthur Factory for more than one year and then temporarily closed the same 
without notice and without payment of the legitimate dues of the workers 
ma 14-8-1968. This factory was thereafter reopened on 4-9-1968 in the name 
of Anuradha Cashew Company by the same Directors of the first Management. 
The change , of name was intentional to defraud the legitimate rights of the 
workers and to defeat the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. The 
second Management then closed the factory on 21st March 1969 -without 
notice and without payment of compensation under Section 25F . The 
workers are entitled to arrears of bonus, arrears of D.A., leave with wages 
arrears, etc :,, This Union also is filing a list of workers with their card 
numbers and also a statement of the amount due to them in lieu of all their 
claims. The workers are entitled to full compensation for the loss of employ 
ment irom 14-8-1968 to 3-9-1968 and all statutory benefits of closure with 
arrears of bonus, leave with wages etc., from the first and the second 
Managements jointly and severally ." 


. 


. 


The Union concluded with a prayer that an award may be passed up 
holding their contentions . 

5. In the claim tement of Union No. 3 it was contended that the Manage 
ments of Bakul Cashew Company and the Anuradha Cashew Company are 
one and the same. The change of name was introduced in order to get 

rid of the legal dues of the workers. The workers are entitled to wages 
çor lay off compensation for the period from 14-8-1968 to 3-9-1968 and also 

that the workers should be paid closure compensation and other dues such 
as loze wages, bonus etc., in lieu of the final closure 


6. The Bakul Cashew Company submitted their reply statement in which 
- it was contended as follows: 

There cannot be an industrial dispute about the closure of a factory and 
so the reference order is illegal. It should be an adjudication regarding 
the rights and liabilities arising out of the closure under Section 33C (2 ) 
of the I.D. Act and not by a reference as an industrial dispute . The Unions 
1 and 4 did not represent any of the workers in Puthur factory during that 
time. When Bakul Cashew Company carried on business in that factory, the 
only Unions which had any pretence for reprezentative capacity were Unions 
2 and 3 and even these Unions did not represent any appreciable number 
of workers to claim representation as a matter of right. The Puthur factory 
mentioned in the order of reference belongs to M /s. M : P. Govindan and 
Sons ( P ) Ltd., which closed its business in August 1963. Since the Company 
went into liquidation the Official Liquidator leased out the factories of the 
Company and the Puthur factory was taken on lease by M /s. Karuna Cashew 
Company and thereafter by the K.P.P. group factories. During the afore. 
mentioned time all the Managements which were running the Puthur factory 
were working on a seasonal basis and there were frequent, and intermittent 
closings for want of raw nuts and other reasons. None of the Managements 
had paid any service compensatio to the workers to the knowledge of the 
Bakul Cashew Company. Since the factory was lying idle , Bakul Cashew 
Company negotiated a short term lease and the High Court sanctioned the 
Icase arrangement. Early in August 1967 Bakul Cashew Company put up 
a notice stating that without taking over any of the liabilities of the previous 
Managements , Bakul Cashew Company would be prepared to provide work to 
such of the workers who were willing to work for the short term of the 
lease period. It was also clarified in the notice that the work be only on 
the seasonal and intermittent basis as are done in all other factories. 
Accepting these conditions some workers were enrolled and process was 
started on 14th August 1967. On 29-10-1967 the factory was closed with 
notice to the workers for want of raw nuts. The factory was then started 
on 14th November 1967 and by the end of the year 1967 Bakul Cashew 
Company was able to run the Puthur factory only for 92 working days. 

Bakul Cashew Company was able to run the factory only till August 
1968 and after putting up a notice they closed the factory on 31st August 
1968. During this year there were only 191 working days. On the closing 
of the factory the Management of Bakul Cashew Company paid all legitimate 
dues including leave with wages and bonus to all the workers and there 
were no arrears to any worker to be paid . But no service compensation 
was paid to the workers for the simple reason that none of the workers had 
" continuous service for one year” as the term is defined in Section 25 (B ) 
of the I. D. Act. The decision of the Supreme Court in 1963 (2) LLJ 367 is 
clear on this point. 

The Management has also cited another ruling reported in 1969 (1) LLJ 
126 to support their contention . 

As pointed out above the Bakul Cashew Company conducted processing 
in Puthur factory for the year 1967 only for 92 working days and in the 
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year 1968 for 191 working days. In the circumstances there cannot be con 
tinuous period of one year service for any worker entitling him to get 15 
days wazes as compensation. The workers were also of a roving nature, 
going from factory to factory at their convenience and this can be evidenced 
from the attendance register. The factory was working only on seasonal 
and intermittent basis in accordance with the Standing Orders applicable to 
the factory . Therefore, the workers are not entitled to get any Tetrenchment 
compensation as provided in Section 25F . As per the reference order the 
temporary closure was from 14-8-1968 to 3-9-1968. This is incorrect and 
actually the factory was running upto 31-8-1958 when it was closed pursuant 
to the notice put up by the Management. After 31st of August 1968 the factory 
was lying idle and then it was taken over by M /s. Anuradha Cashew Company 
belonging to Shri Gopalakrishna Pai of Mangalore. Mr. Pai had formed 
that Company with the object of conducting contract processing of cashews 
on commission basis . The allegation that Bakul Cashew Company and 
Anuradha Cashew Company are one and the same is absolutely false and 
50 denied. Anuradha Company was not conducted by the son -in -law of the 
owner of the Bakul Cashew Company. Sri M. R. Kamath , the Proprietor 
of Bakul Cashew Company has no such son -in -law . Anyhow , the concern 
was closed on 31st March 1969 and the possession of the Puthur factory 
was taken back by the lator . There was no arrangement or under 
standing between Bakul Cashew Company and Anuradha Cashew Company 
and the Management of Bakul Cashew Company is not in any way liable 
for any of the liabilities of Anuradha Cashew Company for the short period 
it worked. The workers were fully aware that Anuradha Cashew Company 
was only processing the goods on contract basis. If Unions 2 and 3 Ale 
their list of workers it can be seen that the list Aled by Unions 1 and 4 are 
incorrect. 

7. . In the reply statement submitted by Anuradha Cashew Company it was 
alleged as follows: 

The contentions of the Unions that Anuradha Cashew Company and 
Bakul Cashew Company are one and the same and the Proprietor of Anuradha 
Cashew Company is the son -in -law of the Proprietor of Bakul Cashew 
Company etc., are frivolous and so denied . Anuradha Cashew . Company 
was a new concern and in September 1969 it entered into a contract 

for 
processing raw cashewnuts at agreed rates with M / s. Bakul Cashew company 
by which Bakul Cashew Company had to supply the raw nuts . Anuradha 
Cashew Company has engaged their own workers. The nuts supplied by 
the Bakul Cashew . Company were of an inferior type. But the workers 
were given the correct minimum wages and dearness allowance . All the 
.. labour legislations were strictly complied with. But by the beginning of 
March 1969 the Company sustained huge losses and the magre capital was 
entirely wiped out. There was also a general strike in the cashew industry 
at that time and the workers in Anuradha Company also participated in it: 
Although there was a settlement on 20th March 1969 the workers in Anuradha 
Cashew Company continued the strike and the goods in process were not 
allowed to be taken out. Even the Proprietor of the Cashew Company was 


4. 
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not allowed to go into the factory with the result that he had to abandon 
everything and go to Mangalore where he is even now in straightened cir 
cumstances. All the dues were paid to the employees by the Anuradha 
Company. But retrenchment compensation was not paid because the Company 
worked only for a period of less than six months. 

8. Union Nos. 1 and 4 filed a joint replication - in which they have re 
pudiated all the contentions of the T.Ianagements 1 and 2 . The Unions 
have asserted that all the workers have put in continuous work under Bakul. 
Cashew Company for a period of over one year and worked for more than 
240 days during a period of 12 calendar months and so they are entitled 
to get retrenchment compensation . 

9. Union No. 2 submitted two separate rejoinders, one against Manage 
ment No. 1 and the other against Management No. 2 , in which they have 
also repudiated the contentions put forward by the Managements respec 
tively . The Union has pointed out that Bakul Cashew Company transferred . 
its Management to Anuradhar Cashew Company as contemplated in section 
25FF of the I. D. Act and as such rights and liabilities of the previous 
Management are undertaken by the 2nd Management. Therefore, the 
Managements are jointly and severally liable to pay arrears of bonus leave 
with wages, etc., to the workers. " 

This Union has also emphatically affirmed that the workmen are entitled 
to retrenchment compensation since they have worked for more than 240 
days in 12 calendar months . 

10. The case came up for evidence and the Unions examined wwi to ww5 
and marked Exts . Wi to , W7 series . The Management thereafter examined 
MW1 and MW2 and marked Exts. M1 to M12 and closed their evidence alco. 
The case was thereafter finally heard . 

11. WW1 is one Chellamma, ex-peeling worker of Bakul Cashew Company 
Puthur Factory . She has stated that Bakul Cashew Company was carrying 
on Puthur factory from 14-8-1968 and after the closure the factory was 
restarted under a new name on 23rd September and was closed on 23rd March 
1969. She has asserted that both the Companies belong to Bakul Management. 
She has also deposed that she is entitled to get.all dues except bonus from 
the Bakul Cashew Company . 

WW2 has deposed that only 9 months bonus was given whereas 
wwi has stated that full bonus was given. WW2 has marked . Exts . W1 
and W2 which are lists of workers in Bakul Cashew Company and Anuradha 
Cashew Company respectively, showing the names and numbers and the 
amounts due to each and every worker of the two factories respectively 
wwi has stated that she had all her cards with her and they could be 
produced in the next adjournment. WW2 on the other hand would say.. 
that none of her cards or leave books are with her since they were taken 
by the Management although she has complained against the same. When 
she was questioned about WW1 s version , she would say that , wwi has 
committed a mistake regarding the same. 
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13. ww3 is another worker in Puthur Bakuí Cashew Company. He 
has affirmed that he has wo ked one year and 24 days in Puthur Bakul 
Cashew Company. He has also added that he continued to work under 
Anuradha Cashew Company also. According to him the workers and staff 
members were not changed although the Managements were changed inter 
mittently from the date of the relinquishment of the factories by 
M. P. Govindan & Sons to the Liquidator. He has also stated that he was 

100 given any card. He has admitted that he has accepled bonus for the 
year 1968, but he was not given leave with wages. 


14. WW4 is Smt. Chandramathi, wino would say that she was a worker 
in Puthur M. P. G. factory. She has deposed that after the work was 
stopped by M. P. Govindan in Puthur factory it was conducted by Ramson 
& Company for a period of 8 months and thereafter by K. P. P. for a period 
et 9. months and it was thereafter that Bakul Cashew Company conducted 
the factory for a period of 12 months. As an answer to a leading question 
she has admitted that Bakul Cashew Company and Anuradha Cashew 
Company belong to one and the same Proprietor. She has admitted that her 
card number under Bakul Cashew Company was 49. But under Anuradha 
it was 33. She has deposed that she is entitled to get the amount shown 
in Ext. Wi list and Ext. W2. list. According to her she had 260 days work 
under the Bakul Cashew Company for one year. She has demanded bonus, 
leave with wages, D. A., notice pay, closure compensation etc., from both 
the factories. In the cross- examination she has asserted that she has got 
records to prove that she was working for more than 192 days in 1968. She 
has also admitted that after Anuradha, One Krishna Pillai has conducted the 
factory . 


15. WW5 is Shri Gangadharan , the Joint Secretary of the Kasuandi 
Thozhilali Union . The summary of his deposition is as follows: 

Puthur Kasuandi Thozhilali Union is affiliated to the Kendra Council. 
The Bakul Cashew Company has taken on lease the Puthur factory and 
was working from 14-8-1967 to 14-8-1968 continuously for a period of 12 
months. Thereafter the same factory , was conducted by the same Pro 
prietor under the name Anuradha - Cashew Company from 4-9-1968 to 
21-3-1969. The Proprietor of Bakul Cashew Company himself was 
con 
ducting Ani radha Cashew Company. The name was changed only to 
defeat the workers in their claims for their legal dues. 


As an answer to a leading question he has declared that this dispute 
was raised for bonus, leave with wages, festival holiday wages, notice pay 
and compensation due to the workers of the Bakul Cashew Company. He 
has inarked Ext.: W3 which is a letter sent by the Labour Officer, Quilon 
to the Union . Ext. W4 is a letter sent by the Puthur Kasuandi " Thozhilali. 
Council to the Proprietor of Bakul Cashew Company. Ext. W5 is the copy 
of the letter sent from the Kendra Council to the Bakul Cashew Company 
and to the Anuradha Cashew Company. 


This witness has deposed that it was he who has prepared Ext. Wi 
and W2. 


In the cross-examination he has admitted that he has prepared Ext. Wi 
and W2 on the informations given to him by the workers. He has also 
added that he has prepared these statements after perusing the waze cards. 
He has also undertaken to produce some wage cards on the next adjourn . 
ment. He has denied that the workers have put their finger prints after 
receiving leave wages, bonus etc.,. He has denied that Anuradha Company 
was closed because of the strike of the workers. He has produced 15 
wage cards from Bakul Cashew Company which were marked as Ext, W6 
series 1 to 15. He has also marked Ext. 27 series 1 to 10 , ten cards 
produced from Anuradha Company. He has deposed that he has not got 
the balance of cards and those cards can be produced if they are in the 
possession of the workers. 

16. Mwi is Shri Sasidharan , Cashier in Bakul Cashew Company. The 
summary of his deposition is as follows: 

Bakul Cashew Company has taken on lease the Puthur Cashew factory 
which belongs to M /s . M. P. Govindan & Sons. It was taken on 14-8-1967. 
I was the Cashier of the factory . I have not brought down all the records 
of the factory. The attendance register in the year 1967 and 1968 concer 
ing the workers in shelling and roasting and mycaud section is marked 
as Ext. Mi. There are attendance registers in the peeling section also . 
The peeling attendance register for the years 1967 and 1968 is marked 
as Ext. M2. The attendance register of graders is marked as . Ext. M3. 
As per these registers for the year 1967 Bakul .Cashew Company was having 
only 92 days work. As per these it can be seen that in the year 1968 
Bakul Cashew Company was working for 191 days only . Bakul Cashew 
Company has given leave with wages, bonus etc. for the years 1967 and 
1968. Ext. M4 is the register showing the payment of bonus and leave 
with wages on 18-8-1968 for the year 1967 which is in my own hand 
writing. The workers who have accepted the money have , put their 
own thumb impression in Ext. M4. Ext. M5 is the register showing pay 
ment of festival holidays wages for the years 1967 and 1968. Ext. M6 - is 
the register shqwing payment of May day wages. Ext: M ? is the register 

showing the payment of Onam wages . Money was given, bringing the 
. same from the Head Office. The thumb impression was taken in the 

presence of the Labour Welfare Officer. The closure notice was affixed 
on 30-8-1968 and the factory was closed. Thereafter the factory was not 
tonducted by the Bakul Cashew Company. The list of statements pro 
duced by the Kendra Council in court are not correct. As per the state 
ment No 1 Unnunni Chellamma has worked for six days in September, 
11 days in November and 26 days in December. For her the Company 
has given leave with wages for the year 1967 amounting to Rs. 5 and bonus 
Rs. 9.90 . Thus altogether an amount of Rs. 14.90 was given to her. The 
statement showing that Unnunni Chellamma is entitled to get Rs. 165.28 
is false. Similarly all the workers were given their dues. I have produced 
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all the records which wouli show that all the lucs to the workmen were 
glven by the Bakul Cashew Company. After Bakul Cashew Company, 
one Gopalakrishna Pai from Mangalore was conducting this factory on 
contraet basis . Thereafter one Krishna Pillai of Keralapuram was con 
ducting the factory for four or five months and thereafter one Ezhukone 
Sakthidharan was conducting the factory for three or four months. Now , 
it is again conducted by the said Sakthidharan . 


Crose by Management No. 2. - Gopalakrishna Pel has conducted the 
factory under the banner Anuradha Cashew Company. During that time 
wages were paid by Gopalakrishna Pai himself . The Manager was 
Mr. Karunakaran . Mr. Karunakaran was the Manager on several occa 
sions. Gopalakrishna Pat has stopped the factory after the strike by the 
workers. 

Cross by Union No. 1.--Gopalakrishna Pai has conducted the factory in 
the year 1968. He was not an exporter. The nuts which were roasted 
by Gopalakrishna pai belonged to Bakut Cashew Company. He was doing 
contract work for Bakul Cashew Company. Bakul Cashew Company was 
paying for roasting one bag of raw nuts Rs. 10.50 to Anuradha Company. 
This was profitable to Bakul Cashew Company . 

Cross by Union No. 3. I was cashier of Bakul Cashew Company from 
14-8-1967 to 30-8-1968 . I.was not the cashier in Anuradhe. All the workers 
who were employed at that time under Bakul Cashew Company . bave put 
their thumb impression after receiving their dues. 

Cross by Union NO. 2. I am a permanent employee under Bakul Cashew 
Company. My services are not terminated by the Bakul Cashew Company. 

17. MW2 is Shri Karunakaran , Manager , Bakul Cashew Factory. The 
summary of his deposition is as follows: 

" I was the Manager of Puthur factory of M /s . M. P. Govindan & Sons. 
That factory was stopped in the year 1963 and thereafter it was taken 
possession of by the Official Liquidator. Karuna Cashews leased the factory 
from the Liquidator for one year. Karuna Cashews was conducting roast 
ing on contract basis. I was the Manager of the concern at that time. There 
were about 22 maistries at that time. They were also continuing their 
work. Thereafter M /s. Lekshmanan & Company took the factory, on lesse. 
At that time also , myself and the maistries were working there. When all 
the Managements who were conducting the factory for a period of one year 
were leaving the factory, leave with Wages , bonus etc., were paid to the 
workers , But they were not given any retrenchment compensation because 
it will not be a complete year. Bakul Cashew Company leased out the 
factory :. - from the Liquidator . The 

of the letter dated 
29-6-1967 sent from the Company to the Liquidator is marked as 
Ext. M8. The letter sent by the Liquidator to the Bakul Cashew is marked 
as Ext. M9. The notice afixed in the factory on 13-8-1967 s marked as 
Exl, Mio. Ext. M11 is the copy of the notice affixed on 14-8-1968 in ihe 

G.A. 65 /MC . 
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factory . I have put my signature in Ext. M11. I have produced a state 
ment showing the names of the workers, their section of work , the non 
working days etc. of the concerned Puthur factory for the years 1967 and 
1968. It is marked as Ext. M12. Ext. M12 is prepared on the basis of 
the records produced before the Court . The retrenchment compensation is 
not paid to the workers, because they have not worked for 240 days either 
in 1967 or in 1968. The attendance registers are all produced . In the year 
1967 work was only for 92 days and in the year 1968 work was for 191 
days. Thereafter notice was published and the factory was closed . 

Cross by Management No. 2. Anuradha Company also has conducted the 
Puthur Cashew Factory for a period , of four months. They have started 
on September 1968. They have roasted the nuts on commission basis . They 
have stopped because of financial debility . It was conducted by Gopalakrishna 
Pai. It was closed because of the dearth of raw nuts also . 

Cross by Union Nos. 1 and 4. Bakul has taken the factory for one year 
period and that was not extended . I do not remember whether the factory 
was taken by Anuradha on the lease deed of Bakul Cashew Company. I do 
not remember whether Gopalakrishna Pai is a relative of Mr. M. R. Kammath . 
The raw nuts of Bakul was roasted by Anuradha and the processed nuts 
.were exported by Bakul. Wages was paid by Gopalakrishna Pai who 
entrusted the money to me to pay the workers. I am now working with 
entrusted the money to me to pay the workers. I am now working with 
of the dearth of raw nuts . 

Cross by Union No. 3. I do not know the rate of commission of Anuradha.. 
Sinimum wages was not paid to the workers then." 

18. The learned counsel for the Management and the learned represen 
tatives of the various Unions argued their cases succinctly reiterating their 
contentions , and , referring to the oral and documentary evidence adduced 
by them respectively . On a meticulous scrutiny and a careful appraisal 
of all the contentions of the parties and the oral and documentary evidence 
adduced by them , I am constrained to hold as follows: 

The Kerala Kasuandi Thozhilali Kendra Council, Quilon (Union No. 1) 
ur.d the Puthur Kasuandi Thozhilali Council, Puthur, are the central organi 
zation and the affiliated unit respectively and therefore Unions 1 and 4 
were filing joint statements etc. The issue as can be seen is the temporary 
closure of the Puthur Factory for a short period and thereafter the final 
closure of the same and the relief or reliel s to be granted to the workers 
if any.. The contentions of all the four Unions are more or less similar 
and are that Bakul Cashew Company which was running the Puthur Factory 

lease from 14 -8-1967 was temporarily closed for the period from 
14-8-1968 to 3-9.1968 and thereafter it was started again 

new name and style as Anuradha Cashew Company on 4-9-1969 which 
was thereafter closed by March 1969 without proper notice and settlement 
of dues to the workers. According to all the Unions, both the Managements 
which in reality are one and the same, are liable to pay the workers arrears 


. 
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11 
of bonus, arrears of leave with wages, holiday wazes, unemployment wages 
. or lay off compensation and finally service compensation for the period 
during which they were working in the factory. As pointed out above the 
Unions have examined five witnesses ie ., WW1 to WW5. On an anxious 
consideration of the evidence adduced by the Union through these witnesses, 
any reasonable person can see that their versions are highly descripant 
regarding the various claims of dues sponsored by the Unions. For example, 
wwi Chellamma, an ex- peeling worker of Bakui Cusliew Company, would 
say That bonus was fully paid by the Company whereas WW2. wlio is 
another woman worker has deposed that they were given only 9 months 
bonus and the balance of three months bonus was due to them . It was 
WW2 who has marked Exts. W1 and W2 list of workers of the two com 
Danies showing the names and numbers and the amount due to each and 
every worker under the two Managements respectively. wwi has deposed 
ihat she had all her cards with her and they could be produced before Court. 
But WW2 would see that the version of wwi is wrong and that all her 
cards or leave books were taken away by the Management although she 
has complained against the same. WW3, who is a sheller in the Puthur 
Factory under Bakul Cashew Company has affirmed that lie has receix c!! 

bonus fully for the year . 1968 and his only claim was for leave witli 
wages . It is this witness who has deposed that the Managements were 
changed intermittently more or less every year, but the workers and the 
staff members in the factory were the same for all this period. WW4 who 
is an ex -worker in the grading section of the Puthur Factory , has given 
the history of the factory , viz ., that it belongs to M /s. M. P. Govindan & 
Sons, that after the demise of Shri M. P. Govindan all his factories includ 
ing the Puthur Factory were taken possession of by the Liquidator appointed 
by the Hon ble High Court of Kerala , that the Liquidator was thereafter 
leasing these factories including Puthur factory to the various Companies 
in the area, that Ramson & Company was running the Puthur Factory 
for a period of 8 months, K.P.P. for a period of 9 months and that it was 
thereafter that. Bakul Cashew Company, conducted the factory for a period 
of 12 months. This worker has demanded all the dues as per Ext. W1 and 
W2 list marked by the Union. The aforementioned are the 4 workers who 
are examined by the Unions and it can be seen that they were not having a 
unanimous version when they were examined in this Court. 

19. WW5. Shri Gangadharan , who happened to be the Joint Secretary of 
Union No. 4 , has asserted that Bakul Cashew Company has been running 
the Puthur Factory from 14-8-1967 to 14-8-1968 continuously for a period 
of 12 months and it was thereafter conducted by the same Proprietor under 
the name Anuradha Cashew Company from 4-9-1968 to 21-3-1969. ww5 has 
admitted that Exts. Wi and W2 lists were prepared by him as per the 
informations given to him by the workers . Although he has added that he 
has prepared the statements after perusing wage cards he could produce 
only some 15 wage cards of Bakul Cashew Company and ten wage cards 
from Anuradha Company and he was deposing that the balance of cards 
are not in his possession and they could be produced if they are in the 
possession of the workers. Therefore his version that he has prepared Exts. 
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wi and W2 lists after perusing the wage cards was disproved by his own 
admission that the cards are not available with him and that he does not 
know whether, they are in the possession of the workers or not. Thus 1f 
at all his version regarding the preparation of Exts. Wi and W2 lists is 
to be taken in to consideration the version is that these lists were prepared 
on information given to him by the workers. On # perusal of Exts. W1 and 
W2 lists It can be seen that the Unions 1 and 4 have demanded very huge 
amounts from M /s. Bakul Cashew Company and Anuradha Company in 
lieu of the various dues alleged to be due to the workmen from the said 
Companies respectively . Against this scrapy and insufficient evidence which 
nc reasonable person could rely on the Management of Bakul Cashew 
Company has adduced very reliable evidence by. producing all the relevant 
registers for the concerned period . and marking them as Exts. Mi to M7: 
Ext. Mi is the attendance register for the years 1967 and 1968 concerning 
the workers in shelling and roasting and mycaud section . The attendance 
register of the peelers for the years 1967 and 1968 is marked as Ext. M2. 
Ext. M3 is the attendance register of the graders for the period . Ext. M4 
Is the register showing the payment of bonus and leave with wages for 
the years 1967 and 1968. The workers who have accepted the money have 
put their thumb impression in Ext. M4. Ext. M5 is the register showing 
the payment of festival holidays wages for the concerned years. Ext: M6 
is the register showing the payment of May day wages and Ext. M7 is 
the register showing the payment of Onam wages for the concerned years . 
These registers were all marked through MW1, who was the Cashier of 
Bekul Cashew Company. He has deposed that Ext. M4 etc., were written 
in his own handwriting. Although this witness was cross -examined by the 
reprezentatives of all the Unions, not a single question was put to him 
challenging the veracity of these documents. Therefore, these documents, 
viz ., Exts . Mi to M7 rezisters can only be considered as true and correct. 
Ext. Wi list produced and marked by the Unions cannot even stand for a 
moment against Exts . Mi to M7 and so it is only just and reasonable on 
my part to hold that Ext. W1 cannot be considered as worthy of even the 
paper on which it is written . Therefore, I declare that the workers are 
not entitled to bonus or any other amenities demanded by them as per 
the said list. 

20. Ext. W2 is a similar list regarding Anuradha Company. Regarding 
M /s. Anuradha Company no cogent evidence was adduced to prove that the 
workers are entitled to any benefits, except the unreliable Ext. W2 list and 
- it is an 

admitted fact that the said Company was conducted only for 
a short period of six months and that the Company was not conducted 
continuously for a period of twelve calendar months. Therefore the demand 
for even the service compensation from Anuradha cannot be countenanced on 
any score . 

21. It is an admitted fact that the Bakul .Cashew Company has taken 
the Puthur factory on lease from the Liquidator for a period of 12 months. 
There is no case for the Unions that the said Management has extended 
their lease period . MW1 las categorically affirmed that Bakul Cashew 
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Company has closed the Puthur factory by issuing a notice of closure on 
30-8-1968. MW2, who is none other than the Manager of Bakul Cashew 
Factory has marked Exts. M8 to M12 respectively. Ext. Mil is the copy 
of the notice affixed on 14-8-1963 in the faciury. In Ext. M11, MW2, the 
Manager has put his signature and it ii dated 14-8-1968 . On a perusal of 
T xt. M11, it can be seen that the Management has declared the intention of 
closing the concern on 30-8-1968 especlally because that the factory is a 
leased factory and dearth of raw nuts was very acute. Ext. M11 thus dlz 
proves the demand of the workers for notice pay. Therefore, the only them 
left out is service compensation of the workers of Bukul Cushew Company 
for the period from 14-8-1967 to 30-8-1968. 

22. Regarding service compensation for the workers the contentions set 
up by the No. 1 Management are that the workers have not worked conti 
nuously for a period of twelve calendar months and so they are not entitled 
to any compensation as they have not worked for 240 days or more either 
in the year 1937 or in the year 1968. The Management has made it clear 
that the two s ears, viz., 1967 and 1963 should be taken separately and the 
12 calendar months must be in a calendar year. But this argument cannot 
be countenanced since section 25B of the 1. D. Act reads as follows: 

25B . Definition of continuous service. - For the purposes of this 
chapter: -- 

(1 ) a workman shall be said to be in continuous service for a period 
if he is, l or that period, in uninterrupted service, including service which 
may be interrupted on account of sickness or authorised leave or an 
accident or a strike wilich is not illegal, or a lock -out or a cessation of 
work which is not due to any fault on the part of the workman; 

(3) -where a workman is not in continuous service within the mean 

ing of clause ( 1) for a period of one year or six months, he shall be 
deemed to be in continuous service under an employer 

(a) for a perivd of one year, if the workman , during a period of 

twelve calendar months preceding the date with reference to which 
calculation is to be made, baş actually worked under the employer 
for not less than 
(i) one hundred , and ninety days in the case of a workman employ 

ed below ground in a mine; and 

(ii) two hundred and forty days, in any other case;.: 
23. Sub Section 2 (a ) as can be seen above refers to 

a . period of twelve 
Calendar months preceding the date with reference to which the calculation 
is to be made. Therefore , the twelve months preceding the date with refer 
ence to which the calculation is to be made is the twelve months preceding 
30-8-1968. Therefore the contention of the Management that the twelve 
calendar months must be within the same calendar year cannot be accepted . 
in any view of the matter and the twelve calendar months to be calculated 
is the preceding twelve months from 30-8-1968, ie., eight months in the 
year 1968 and the four months in the year 1967. 


24. Although the Management was citing the ruling of the Supreme Court 
reported in 1963 (2) LLJ 367 which was followed in the ruling of the 
High Court reported in 1969 (1) LLJ 126 , the said rulings will definitely 
go against the contention of the Management in the matter of calculating 
the period of preceding twelve months from the date with reference to 
which the calculation is to be made. In the case referred to by Their 
Lordships of the Supreme Court , the period of working started from 15th 
of March of one year and ended by, 20th of January of the next year. 
Their Lordships of the Supreme Court have calculated this period , ending 
on January the next year , taking both the years together and then declared 
that since the period did not cover twelve calendar months, but only below 
eleven months the provision under Section 25B will not apply in that case 
although the number of working days during this period was more than 
240 days. 


25. Admittedly in the year 1967 the workers were working for 92 days 
and admittedly in the year 1968 the workers were working for a period 
of 191 days. Thus the total number of days worked in the preceding twelve 
months of the dale 30-8-1968 is indisputably more then . 240 days. There 
roie , on any stretch of imagination a reasonable person can come to the 
only conclusion that the concerned . workers working under Bakul Cashew 
Company in the Puthur Factory from 14-8-1967 to 14-8-1968 or 30-8-1968 as the 
case may be, has been working there continuously for a period of twelve calendar 
months and that they have completed more than 240 days work and so 
entitled to service compensation for their service in the concerned period . 
Thus it is only just and reasonable on my part to hold that the concerned 
workers are entitled to fifteen days wages if each and every worker has 
completed 240 days of work during the period from 14-8-1967 to 13-8-1968 
under Bakul Cashew Company and I do so . Therefore, the Management 
of Bakul Cashew Company shall pay the concerned workers who have 
completed . 240 days work for the period from 14-8-1967 to 13-8-1968, fifteen 
days wages ealculating the same on an average. 


26. Thus it has to be noted that the issue " closure of the Puthur Factory 
from 14-8-1968 to 3-9-1968 " is only , á " side issue" and the main issue is 
the permanent, closure of the Puthur Factory. Now , the Hon ble High Court 
of Kerala has decided more than once that the cashew industry is a seasonal 
Industry and this court was following the same and several awards have 
already been passed declaring that the cashew industry is a seasonal one. 
In the seasonal industry closure for short periods are, intermittent and the 
closure of 14-8-1968 to 3-9-1968, if at all there was any such closure, can 
only be considered as seasonal closure. 


. 


27. As far as the number of workers are concerned , I hold that Ext. M12 
list which was prepared by the Management of Bakul Cashew Company, 
perusing all the available records, viz.; Exts. Mi to M7 is the only reliable 
document. Therefore the Management shall refer la Ext. M12 list and pay 
the aforesaid amount to the workers who have completed 240 days work . 
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28. M /s. Anuradha Cashew Company is alleged to be owned by the 
Proprietor of M /s. Bakul Cashew Company by the Unions. But none of the 
Unions could adduce any tangible evidence to show that it is so. At the 
same time both the Managements of Bakul Cashew Company and the 
Anuradha Cashew Company respectively, were asserting emphatically that 
Anuradha Cashew Company was started by another person known as Shri 
Gopalakrishna Pai as a separate establishment and the work carried on 
there was only roasting of the nuts issued from Bakui Cashew Company. 
It is admitted that Anuradha Cashew Company was not an exporter. It has 
also come in evidence that even tlwugh the workers and the major portion 
of the staff continued as such under Anuradha Cashew Company also , that 
does not mean that Anuradh Cashew Company was owned by the Manage 
ment of Bakul Cashew Company because after the Liquidation of M /s. M. P. 
Govindan & Sons more than half a dozen separate Managements were running 
the concerned factory for short, periods, the workers and staff remaining in 
tact. Therefore the fact that the workers and the staff continued under 
Anuradha . Cashew Company does not mean that Anuradha Cushet Company 
was owned and managed by Bakul Cashew Company . There was an alle 
gation by the Unions that Shri Gopalakrishna Pai who conducted Anuradha 
Cashew Company was the son-in -law of Mr. M. R. Kammath who is the 
Proprietor of Bakul Cashew Company. This contention was repudiated by 
the Management of Bakul Cashew Gonpany and it was asserted that there is 
no such son -in - law for Mr. M. R. Kammath . Further, it is admitted by all 
the parties concerned that Bakul Cashew Company had leased the factory 
only for a period of twelve months and the lease period was not extended. 
Therefore it is only just and reasonable on my part to come to the con 
clusion that M /s. Anuradha Cashew Company was entirely a different con 
cern owned and managed by a different person altogether, other than 
Mr. M. R. Kammath , the Proprietor of Bakul Cashew Company. Anyhow , 
Anuradha Company has conducted the Puthur Factory only for a period 
of six months and since they have not conducted the factory for a conti 
nuous period of twelve calendar months and since the workers have not 
completed 240 days work under them , the workers are not entitled to get 
any compensation regarding their service : 

29. Thus I pass my award declaring that the workers of M /s. Bakul 
Cashew Company who have completed 240 days work in the Puthur Factory 
for the period from 14-8-1967 to 13-8-1968 are entitled to get fifteen days 
average wages as compensation for their service and that they are not 
entitled to any further reliefs . This award shall come into force on the 
expiry of thirty days from the date of its publication in the Government 
Gazette. 


Alleppey, 
22-1-1973 . 


K. P. M. SHERIFF, 
Industrial Tribunal. 
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APPENDIX 


Witnesses examined on the Management s side: 
MW1 Shri Sasidharan . : 
MW2.. Karunakaran . 


Witnesses examined on the Union s side: 

wwi Smt. Chellamma. 
WW2 Bhargavi. 
WTV3 Shri . Daniel. 
YW4 Smt. Chandramathi. 
WW5 Shri Gangadharan . 


Exhibits marked on the Management s stile: 
Ext. ,M1. The attendance register of the Puthur Factory, for the years 

1967 and 1908 concerning the workers in shelling, roasting and 

mycaud section. 
M2. The peeling attendance, register of the Puthur Factory for the 

years 1967 and 1968 . 
M3. The attendance register of graders of Puthur Factory for the 

years 1987 and 1968. 
M4. The register showing the payment of bonus and leave with 

wages for the year 1967 . 
M5. The register showing payment of Onam wages paid to Peelers, 

Graders etc., for the year 1987-1988. 
M6. The register showing payment of May Day wages. 
" M7. Onam festival holiday3 thumb impression book . : 
118. Copy of a letter dated 29-6-1967 addressed to the Official Liqui 

dator , Ernakulam by M /s. Bakul Cashew Company. 
M9. A letter dated 26-6-1967 from the, Official Liquidator to M /s. 

Bakul Cashew Company . 
M10 . Copy of a notice dated 13-8-1967 issued by M / s. Bakul Cashew 

Company. 
M11. Copy of a notice dated 13-8-1987 issued by M /s. Bakul Cashew 

Compady dated 14-8-1968 . 
M12. A list showing the names of workers, number of days worked 

in 1967 etc., of the Bakul Cashew Company, Puthur. 


Ethibits marked on the Union s side: 
Ext. Wi. A Ust showing the names and other details of the workers of 

Bakul Cashew Company, Puthur, 


Ext: W2. A list showing the names and other details of the workers of 

Anuradha Cashew Company. 
W3. A letter dated 29-7-1969 from the District Labour Omcer, Quilon 

tu the General Secretary , Kerala Kasuandi. Thozhilali Kendra 

Council Quilon . 
W4. Copy of a letter dated 14-10-1968 from the Puthoor Kazuandi 

Thozhilali Council to M /s. Bakul Cashew Company. 
W5. Copy of a letter dated 21-6-1969 from the Kerala Kasuandi 

Thozhilali Kendra Council to Bakul Cashew Company and 

Anuradha Cashew Company.. 
W6 series 1 10 15. Wage cards from Bakul.Cashew Company. 
177 series 1 to 10. Wage cards from Anuradha Company . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. Rt. No. 317/73 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd March 1973. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the General Manage, Hindustan Insecticide Ltd., Udyogamandal P.O. 
and their workmen represented by the General Secretary, Hindustan Insecticides 
Employees Union , Udyogamandal P. 0. received by Government on 9-2-1973 is 
hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central 
Act XIV of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor, 

G. RAGHAVAN PILLAI, 
Under Secretary to Government. 


BEFORE THE COURT OF THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , CALICUT 
(Monday, the 5th day of February , Nineteen hundred and Seventy -three) 

Present: 
SRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 55 OF 68 . 

Between 
THE GENERAL MANAGER , 
Hindustan Insecticide Ltd., Udyogamandal P. O. 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
represented by the General Secretary, Hindustan Insecticides 

Employees Union Udyogamandal P. O. 
Representation : 

Sri K. V : R Shenoi, 

M /s . Menon and Pai, 
Advocates, Ernakulam 

For Management 


For Union. 


Sri M. P. Menon , 

Advocate , Ernakulam 
G. A -58 /MC . 


AWARD 


This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal by Government of 
Kerala as per order No. G.O. Rt. 671/68/ LSWD dated 8-10-1968 . The issues 
referred are the following: 

1. Educational advances to the employees. 
2. Special Bonus Gift for peak production . 
3 . Bonus for 1967-68 over and above the ex -gratia of 16 % declared by 

the management. 
4. Promotion to K. George Zacharia, E. P. Gopinathan Nair and 

K. K. Padmini. 
5. Disciplinary action against M. C. Thomas and K. P. Eapen . 
-2. The union filed their statement and there after the management filed a . 
petition saying that the reference in this case is not made by appropriate Govern 
ment and therefore the reference has to be rejected . They wanted to hear it 
as a preliminary issue. This contention of the management was negatived 
and an order was pronounced on 6-1-1969 and it was held that this is a valid 
reference. There after the management filed their reply statement which was 
followed by the rejoinder of the union . The union wanted the management 
to produce certain documents, and this was objected to by the management. 
An order was passed directing the management to produce some of the docu 
ments which the union wanted and accordingly they produced them . 

3. They were originally five issues and now the union is interested in press 
ing only issue 4 and 5 . So only these issues are discussed and decided in 
this matter. The Union s contention regarding those issues are the following: 

4. The Hindustan Insecticides Ltd., Udyogamandal and Hindustan Insecti 
cides Ltd., Delhi are two establishments of Hindustan Insecticides Ltd. with 
its head office at New Delhi These employees are employed at Udyogamandal 
They manufacture D.D.T.. One of the workers that is to say Sri George 
Zacharia was an active trade unionist and was for some time treasurer of the 
union . He was working in the inward correspondance section as L.D. Clerk and 
he was the senior most person expecting promotion. In order to victimise 
this worker he was ordered to take up the job of store keeper for a tem 
porary period of 6 months. The order is dated . 20-3-1967. He declined this 
offer and the management threatened with disciplinary action for non -accept 
ance. He gave a detailed reply and finally the management cancelled the 
original order. Again he was offered a promotion of U. D .: Clerk in the 
B.H.C. Project which was out of the incentive scheme and hence this worker 
declined that offer. also. After this the two departments i.e., inward and 
despatch were merged into one and a U.D. Clerk was posted there. A junior 
was posted to this post. To facilitate this, George Zacharia was transferred 
as L.D. clerk to the purchase section of the Commercial department. In 
effecting this promotion the management overlooked the promotions of several 


other persons junior to George Zacharia . This worker had Oled a case under 
the Payment of Wages Act against this management and the management 
did not like this. These actions were taken by the management only to 
victimise him . 

5. K. K. Padmini was promoted to officiate as. U. D. Clerk in the B.H.C. 
project and another,, Smt. K. N. Padmavathi was promoted to " olliciate as 
U.D. Clerk in the D.D.T. Plant. Padmini gave representations about this 
and they were rejected. The other worker interested in this issue is Sri E. P. 
Gopinathan Nair . He was a lower division clerk in the establishment section 
and he was transferred to stores as L.D. Clerk in January, 1962 and he was 
given plant allowance of Rs 15 which was later on increased to Rs 25 per 
month for working 11 hours extra every day . Then he was promoted to 
officiate as U.D. Clerk in the B.H.C. project by which he lost the incentive 
of Rs 24 and other allowances. He was denied the protection of pay and 
this is contrary to the terms of the long term agreement. 

6. The workers interested in issue 5 are Sri M. C. Thomas and K. C. Eapen . 
In connection with the case of these two workers the union refers to the 
history of the trade union in this establishment. They .refer to certain circum 
stances under wh they were instrumental in taking initiative for organising 
an alternative trade union protesting against some sort of collusion between 
the then existing union and the management. When matters were like this 
the management threatened these workers with severe disciplinary action if 
they did not act according to their directions. Because of this threat 
these persons agreed to withdraw the application for the registration of the 
new union . They were also asked to confess about some guilt on their part 
for which the management agreed to give pardon. After getting this confes 

sion from these two workers they demoted them from second grade opera 
..tors to third grade operators. 

7. Regarding these issues the management says that these several conten 
tions are not correct. They refer to the circumstances under which the 
promotions were given to these workers interested in these issues. " 

8." It is stated by the management that promotion is a managerial function 
and there are no grounds te interfere in that matter now . One of these 
workers , interested i.e., Sri George Zacharia was working as a lower division 
clerk and he was promoted as a store keeper (U.D.C.) on 20-3-1967. Since 
he declined this he was again promoted as U.D. Clerk ( Project) on 23-6-1967 
and this also he declined . In view of this, persons junior to him 

were 
promoted. This has nothing to do with his membership in the union or his 
filing a petition before the Payment of Wages Authority . At that time there 
was only the vacancy of a store keeper and he was promoted . When he 
declined this the management decided to take disciplinary action against him 
and that was only for the misconduct of disobedience of a lawful order of 
the management. Promotion offered could not have in any way affected his 
legitimate prospects or future promotion in the company. The promotion 
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offered by memorandum dated 23-6-1967 was to the B.H.C. project as 
U.D. Clerk . He declined this on the ground that no incentive scheme was prevalent 
there. At the time of this promotion the work of receipt and despatch of L.D. 
Clerk were combined to one post of U.D. Clerk and the person who was doing 
despatch work was posted in this vacancy . The promotion to Sri Zacharia 
was also offered at this time. Since he declined the promotion and as the 
work he was doing was no longer available he was transferred to the com 
mercial department from the administrative department. So they say that 
they have not taken any action against this worker on the ground of his 
trade union activities or such matters. 

9. In January, 1968 , there were two vacancies of U.D. Clerk - one in the 
existing D.D.T. plant and the other in the B.H.C. project. Two L : D : Clerks 
eligible for promotion were Smt. K. K. Padmini and Kumari Padmavathi. They 
found Smt. Padmini suitable for the post in the B.H.C. project and the other 
employee was found suitable to the other post. The fact that incentive scheme 
is not available in the B.H.C. plant cannot be the ground for deciding as to 
who should be promoted to that post. The post was offered to Padmini on 
the ground that she was doing some sort of work akin to the work available 
in the promoted post. The Union has not stated anything about the case of 
the promotion of Kumari K. Radha in their petition dated 29-4-1968. They 
deny the allegation that there is any sort of victimisation or nepotism in 
these promotions . 

10 . Then the management refers to the case of Sri Gopinathan Nair. He 
was working as a L.D. Clerk in the stores and was getting plant allowance 
in view of the additional hours of work involved there. When the vacancy 
of a store keeper arose in the B.H.C. Project, he was promoted . This post 
is equivalent to that of a U.D. Clerk . No U. D. Clerk is entitled to plant 
allowance . It is true that the benefits of incentive scheme are not available 
in the .B.H.C . Plant. But that is not a criterion in deciding as to who 
should be promoted. The pay on promotion was fixed in accordance with 
the system prevalent in the establishment. It is made clear in the agreement 
that employees promoted and posted in the B.H.C. Plant are not entitled 
to get the benefits of incentive wages.. 

11. Regarding issue No. 5 their case is that the two employees caused damage 
to work in progress. Charge-sheets were issued and enquiries were conducted 
in accordance with the provisions of the Standing Orders. At the enquiry 
they pleaded guilty and for the misconduct committed by them they were demoted . 
In the usual course dismissal from service is the proper punishment but they 
gave only a lesser punishment. They deny the allegation that the manage 
ment colluded with any of the union leaders in awarding this punishment. 
The concerned workers, of their own accord pleaded guilty and nobody induced , 
persuaded or coerced them to to this. Their present case that the manage 
ment gave various premises is not correct. 

12: The Union denies these aspects in the rejoinder filed by them . The 
urion asserts that the workers have the right to question the promotion made 
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by the management if it is done without bonafides. The promotion offered 
at the first instances on 20-3-1967 to George Zacharia was to harm him and 
to deny him other legitimate promotions to live followed . In the stores one 
has to work 11 hours extra and for that the nominal rise is only at the rate 
of Rs 8 per month This employee was not having the prescribed qualifica 
tions to hold the post of a store keeper. The inanagement had the idea to 
keep him way from the personnel office to deny him further promotions. These 
circumstances prompted the worker to deny the promotion . 

they 
threatened with disciplinary action he brought to the notice of the manage 
ment about the precedents and also about the law on this aspect. The next 
attempt was to put him in the B.H.C. plant. This was done to discontinue 
the incentive benefits . At this time the post occupied by him was upgraded 
and another employee was promoted . The receipt and despatch sections were 
combined into one post was only for a very short period and there after they 
again bifurcated it. So this also will not hold good. For these reasons they 
say that the worker is entitled to get relief in this matter. In the case of 
Padmini promotion to the B.H.C. plant saying that she was found suitable 
for purchase is without bonafides. Promotion as U.D. Clerk of Padmavathi 
was to the account section and Padmini had also worked in the account section 
and she had necessary experience in that work . The transfer of Padmini 
to B.H.C. plant deprived her of the benefit of incentive scheme. Regarding 
Gopinathan Nair also the union has the same case . In the promoted post he 
was not eligible either for plant allowance or incentive. In the 

case of 
certain workers the existing emoluments were protected on promotion irrespec 
tive of the post in which they worked. In the case of Gopinathan Nair this 
practice was not followed . For these reasons the union wants the manage 
ment to review the promotions of these employees and reimburse the loss . 
of remuneration caused . 

13. Regarding issue No. 5 the union says that the specific gravity of chloral 
sample varies and this incident referred to by the management is not a 
single one. On very many occasions it went higher and the management 
never took any action against the responsible workers. The sample alleged 
to have been taken by the management in the case of these two workers was 
done without knowledge of these two workers and the result was also not 
given by the laboratory through the proper channel. The person responsible 
for the first shift was equally guilty, and charge sheet was given . But 
subsequently they did not proceed against him . They say that the log reports 
duly kept in regard to the detailed working of this plant would show these 
facts. The management for various reasons had to change the materials for 
chioral distillation from time to time. This definitely has someeffect in the chloral 
sample. The management while taking proceedings against the employees have 
not taken into consideration these aspects ; so they say that they are not 
guilty and they are .entitled to hold the post which they were holding not 
withstanding the punishment of demotion awarded to them in this connection . 

14. The documents of union are marked as Exts. W1 to W13 and they 
examined ww1 to ww5. MWst to 3 are the management witnesses and 
- their documents are Exts. Mi to M90 . 
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15. WW1 is one of the workers interested in issue No. 5. He refers to 
the charge sheet given to him saying that the chloral sample taken on 11-10-1966 
was contaminated . He proves the enquiry notice , charge sheets and other 
relevant papers. He speaks his case generally , as stated in the union state 
ment. According to him the enquiry officer was not a person qualified to 
assess whether the chloral was contaminated or not. He was not having the 
pecessary technical qualifications to understand this aspect. He was only an 
accounts officer. Actually no enquiry was conducted. He was told by the 
enquiry officer that if he pleads guilty he will be let off without any punish 
ment. He wrote this in the very words dictated by the enquiry officer. The 
general manager, the production superintendent and office superintendent had 
called him and the other employees to their houses and told them that they 
will be let off without any punishment if they pleaded guilty . They were 
also threatened with dire consequences if they did not comply with this . 
Then he relates the background of this incident. Some of the workers 
resigned from the then existing union on the ground of some kind of 
· favouritism shown by the union . Those employees formed a new union. This. 
• worker was elected as the secretary of the new .union . The other union did 

not like this and so they colluded with the management and fabricated a 
charge against hese workers. The new union get disintegrated by this. The 
older union was not prepared to help them and these persons responsible 
for organising the new union were singled out. Then he refers to the case 
of other employee against whom also the management at first thought of 
taking action . Later on they dropped the proceedings. The workers wanted 
the charge sheet issued and the explanation offered by that worker; but they 
are not produced by the Management. Then he gives details of the mode of 
taking chloral samples and of chloral distillation . He explains the various 
reasons for the change in the specific gravity of chloral sample. In cross 
examination he says that the new union applied for registration but that 
was not given. That was subsequently cancelled . He was not aware of the 
reasons for the contamination of the chloral either before the enquiry or at 
the enquiry . The design of the plant is not in any way defective. But there 
is change in the process of materials used and that can cause change in the 
specific gravity. Immediately on receipt of the order of punishment he 
gave an appeal to the managing director. There he has not mentioned that 
the enquiry officer induced him to plead guilty . At the enquiry he gave letter 
. also in addition to the statement. The letter is proved by him . 

16. The other worker interested in issue . No. 5 is WW2. He - speaks his 
case generally. This is almost in consonance with the case spoken to by 
WW1.. The charge was the same and the puntshment was also the same. In 
cross-examination he says that no enquiry was conducted . These employees 
were called to a room and from there they were asked to write something . 
The statement was dictated by those present there. They wrote the whole 
thing and affixed their signature. There after they got the demotion order. 
Both submitted appeals to the Managing Director. It is not stated in that 
appeal that they wrote things as dictated by officers. Then he refers about 
the inducement offered by the union leaders if they pleaded guilty 
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17. WW3 is a worker interested in Issue No. 4. She joined on 12-8-1958 as 
a L.D. Clerk. She works in the administrative departinent. She was promoted 
-as a . U.D. , Clerk in January , 1968. She worked under the same head of 
department as L.D. Clerk and U.D. Clerk. Project is the section which is 
engaged in the erection of B.H :C . plant. An officer was in charge of that 
section . He had only one clerk under him and all others were technical 
hands. Before her promotion she was getting basic salary, D.A., and incentive 
wages. After the promotion she was denied the incentive wages. She had 
sent letters to the management about this. In reply the management informed 
her that the decision of the management is not to give incentive. The incen 
tive scheme was introduced in 1960. Copy of the scheme is Ext. W9. Connec 
ted circular is Ext. W10 and she proves the standing orders as Ext. W11. 
Padmavathy is her junior. Both were promoted as per the same office order. 
Padmavathy . gets incentive wages on a higher grade as U.D. Clerk. At the 
time of promotion she was also working in the administrative department. 
After promotion she was in the accounts department and she has no previous 
experience in that section. The project superintendent and the L.D. Clerk 
working under him get incentive wages. With effect from 1-9-1969 she is 
getting incentive wages payable to a lower division clerk . That was denied to 
her till 1-9-1969 . 

18. In cross-examination she admits that she is getting this incentive as 
per the agreement between the union and the 

management. As per this 
• agreement there is provision for paying incentive to those who are promoted 

to B.H.C. at the scale, at which they are getting it prior to the promotion 
to the B.H.C section . Her complaint is that she was not getting even the 
lower grade incentive which was payable prior to her promotion and transfer 
to the B.H.C. The earlier agreement was entered into before the formation 
of B.H.C. She says that as per Ext. W9 those who are transferred or promoted 
to the B.H.C. were entitled to get incentive at a lower rate. That was paid 
like that to certain employees. She gives the names of some such workers 
who get that benefit. 

19. WW4 is another worker interested in Issue No. 4. He joined as lower 
division clerk -cum -typist in July, 1960 . He was in the establishment section 
of the administrative department. In 1962 he was transferred to commercial 
department in the stores section as lower division clerk . He used to get 
Rs 26 as planţ allowance. Till he was promoted as store keeper he get this 
plant allowance. He was also getting incentive wages till he was promoted 
on 4-7-1967 as store keeper. The promotion as store keeper was with effect 
from 4-7-1967. The incentive was denied on 1-9-1969. The plant allowance 
is being paid for the reason that clerks in the store have to work 11 hour 
extra. He worked . as a lower division clerk in the same store. 

He was 
promoted as store keeper as per Ext. M59. Though it is stated in Ext. M59 
that he is appointed after promotion in the project he has not worked in the 
project. He was also not directed by anybody, to work there. Even after 
..promotion he works 14 hours extra. The grade of store keeper is that of 


a U.D. Clerk. The other lower division clerks, and upper division clerks 
working in other sections work only for 7 hours whereas the workers in the 
store have to work 81 hours. On prior occasions also 

persons 
promoted and transferred to stores as store keeper were given plant allowance. 
According to him the same system is followed in the Delhi plant also . He 
got experience in the stores of this plant and also in the military . He requested 
the management to pay plant allowance and intentive. He admits that incen 
tive is payable to those who work in the D.D.T. plant. He began to get 
incentive in 1969 as per office order. He does not know whether this is in 
pursuance to an agreement. The project 

the work connected with the 
erection of B.H.C. Plant. 

20 . WW5 is another worker interested in the same issue. He joined as 
a lower division clerk in 1950. According to him the management could have 
promoted him in 1966. The records kept by the management would show 
that the management could have promoted him even in 1966. The first order 
of promotion is dated 20-5-1967 as- a store keeper . If he accepted this he 
would have got only Rs 8 as additional benefit . That also meant additional 
work for 14 hours. He had also no previous experience in the stores. This 
is a job with additional responsibilities. He holds a B.A. degree. Since he 
is not a science graduate his future promotion will be barred by accepting 
this promotion . There was a vacancy in the section in which he worked . 
The management gave that promotion to persons who were junior to him . 
For these reasons he declined to accept this promotion. Again he was promoted 
by order dated 23-6-1967 as U.D. Clerk to the project. The management 
clarified that if he accepted this promotion he stands to lose the incentive 
bonus. The management on the same day promoted a person who was 
junior - to him in the same sectiop in which he worked by merging the two 
sections. Later on these two sections were again bifurcated . In 1968 he 
was transferred from commercial section . In 1969 again he was promoted 
as U.D. clerk. The management did not give him promotion in time because 
of his union activities. In 1967-68 he 

the treasurer , of the union . 
Management effected a cut in his pay by Rs 35 and he Aled a case before 
the Labour Court and the cut was held unjustifiable. The appeal of the 
Management was also dismissed with costs. For these reasons the Manage 
ment .denied him promotion in time. 

21. In cross-examination he says that he may not be able to point out the 
documents which would show that the management could have promoted him 
in 1966. He was , in the establishment section and it is a section of the 
personnel department. The letter by which he declined the offer of promotion 
as store keeper is shown to him and he says that the reasons for declining 
are not given in that letter. He admits that he has not seen lady clerks 
working in the stores. Even if they are posted in stores they will have to 
work 14 hours extra. He does not know whether there is any provision in 
the agreement of 1966 by which the workers in the. B.H.C. plant are denied 
incentive wages. There is no bar in his coming back to the personnel depart 
ment even if he had accepted the promotion and joined the store section . 
He gives the details of the persons who were promoted over looking his 
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seniority. The documents relating to the winge derluction for which he pore . 
ferted a case are not filed in this case by him . 

22. Mwi is the personnel manager at Udyogamandal. lle refers to the 
case of all these workers . Sri George Zacharia was given promotion twice 
in 1967, and he declined both occasions. The related documents are 
proved by him , Certain cases referred to by the worker as parallel are 
not so for various reasons. He gives the reasons also . At the time of these 
promotions there were no other vacancies which the management winted to 
All up and hence he was promoted to section to which he was posted . 
There was also no vacancy in the section in which he worked . Promotion 
given to George Zacharia was the basis of merit seniority, suitability 
and qualification. This is applicable to all the promotions given by the 
management. The witness points out that they considered all the aspects 
and promotions were effected only thereafter. That is done by a committee 
consisting of the General Manager, Head of Department and the personnel 
manager. 

23. Employees posted or employed in the B.H.C. plant were not entitled 
to production incentive in the earlier stages. Later on that was extended 
to workers as per seltlement dated 7-11-1969 with effect from 1-9-1969. That 
agreement is Ext. M84. The plant allowance was payable only to L.D. Clerks . 
It was not payable to U.D. clerks or persons holding equivalent posts. The 
stores and plant work for 8 hours whereas the administrative department 
works only for 6 hours. Incentive wages was denied to Smt. Padmini on 
the ground that the incentive, scheme is not applicable to such employees 
in the project. At the time of her promotion there were two vacant posts. 
One was in the account and the otier in the B.H.C. project. The promotion 
committee considered the case of all the employees Tho were eligible for 
promotion. Since Padmavathy was found suitable to work in the accounts 
department she was posted in that department. No connection with the 
union or other factors weighed with the management in electing these 
promotions or transfers. 

24. In cross-examination -he , says that two posts of U.D. clerks were sanc 
tioned in October , 1966 - and one clerk was posted there. He says that it 
was not necessary to fill up the other post immediately . There will be 
records to show the reasons and also the date on which it was filled up . 
He denies the suggestion -of the workers that this..post was not filled up to 
see that George Zacharia is not given the due promotion . Rs 35 was recovered 
from the salary of George Zacharia and he filed a petition under the Payment 
of Wages Act and that was allowed . The writ was also dismissed and there 
after they made payments. "He declined promotion and gave a representatio 
showing the reason and the reasons are not satisfactory. The office works for 
64 hours and stores work for 8 hours. The post next above the store keeper is 
that of store holder. The prescribed qualification for store holder is that of a 
science graduate. The witness admits that George Zacharia is not a science 
graduate . Here again the witness denies the suggestion of the worker that he 
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was promoted to this post to see that his future promotions are barred . The 
post which George Zacharia declined was filled by promoting Sri E. P. Gopinathan 
Nair. He was junior to Zacharia . There were persons in between Mr. Zacharia 
and Gopinathan Nair . Their case also received the attention of the management 
and they were all found not experienced . There are records to show that these 
persons were not having the prescribed experience to hold the post. It is admitted 
that if he had accepted the promotion in the BH.C. Project he would have lost 
the benefit of incentive wages. In May, 1968 à vacancy arose but that was not 
given to Mr. Zacharia : The witness refers to the case of Smt. Padmini. Accord 
ing to him she was promoted to the commercial department for project work . 
Smt. Padmavathi was promoted to the accounts department. She was then work 
ing in the personnel department. He says that Padmini was actually dealing 
with purchase of materials and therefore she was more experienced in commercial 
departmentamore than the accounts department. Since Padmavathi was in the 
accounts department she was having experience in the accounts work. Regarding 
the case of Sri Gopinathan Nair it is elicited that this salary was fixed at Rs. 180 
with effect from 3-7-1967 as per the orders passed in September, 1968. As lower 
division clerk his due date of increment was 2-7-1967 and even without promotion 
his basic salary would have reached Rs . 175 as on 2-7-1967. In re-examination he 
• said there are records to show why one of the two posts of U.D. Clerks 
sanctioned in October, 1966 was riot.filled . Actually they were filled in June, 1967, 
because requests were given by the departmental heads only then . The order by 
which an amount of Rs 35 was recovered from George Zacharia in April, 1969 is 
marked as Ext. 186. It is added that for the post of store holder preference will 
be given to a science graduate. But with 5 years experience he could have 
aspired for this post. Sri Gopinathan Nair, a matriculate was promoted as a 
store keeper when this promotion was declined by George Zacharia . Ext. M87 
series are records to show that the management considered the case of 9 persons 
who were junior to George Zacharia for promotion . 

25. MW2 is the enquiry officer who conducted the domestic enquiry against 
wwi and WW2. The charge sheet and the connected enquiry proceedings are 
marked as Ext. M89 series. The workmen were present, at the enquiry and they 
signed the enquiry proceedings. When he asked them whether they are admitting 
the charges they said that they are admitting and they also handed over two 
letters. He says that he did not tell them that there will be no punishment or 
trouble if they pleaded guilty . In cross -examination he says that there were 
2 items of charges against these two workmen . It is admitted that during the 
course of the enquiry these two did not admit that they had done an act subversive 
of discipline or good behaviour . But he adds that they admitted the charges 
mentioned in the charge sheet wbich was read out to them . He did not go to 
the merits of the charges since they atlmitted the offence. He says that by spoil 
ing the batch of chloral there would have been loss of about Rs 5000. Phis is 
the amount he has worked out just at the time of cross-examination . He does 
not know whether the spoiled chloral was used for the manufacture of D.D.T. 
It is elicited from him that if that batch of chloral had been used without any 
additional expenditure for manufacturing D.D.T. then there would be no loss for 
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the management. There must be records for this also. The worker in the third 
shift was also suspected to have committed the offence but he was not asked to 
meet an enquiry against him . In re-examination he said that these employces 
are not working under him and the letters are not in his hand writing. 

26. MW3 is the production manager of the Hindustan Insecticides Ltd., Eloor. 
• At the time of the domestic enquiry he was the superintendent of production . 
He was present at the enquiry conducted against WW1 and WW2 as the present 
ing officer. He refers to the enquiry proceedings and speaks about the offence 
committed by these employees . The other worker Sri N. Y. George was not 
charge sheeled for the reason that he was satisfied from explanation submitted 
that he was not involved in this. in cross -examination he says that the general 
manager is the person responsible to issue charge sheets. The explanation 
submitted by Sri George is not. now traceable. He has asked about the differ 
ence in the specific gravity of chloral in the particular instance. There are 
other abnormal occasions also when the specific gravity went above 1.55 . 
No explanation was called for since it was not possible to establish by -whom 
or by which shift the abnormality was caused. No records of the specific 
gravity are made_now . If the quality of the final product is found defective 
then only the abnormality in the chloral is checked . He is shown the logº 
books in which the specific gravity is recorded . They are proved as Ext. W3 
serics. Certain entries are shown to him and the variations are admitted by 
him . He was asked to say whether it was correct that these employees were 
there in this plant only for some days prior to this incident and his reply . 
is that they worked for some days prior to the month in which the manufac 
turin defect was noticed . The sample was taken by the senior analyst on 
11-10-1966; but normally it is not taken by the senior analyst. From October 
1966. they were investigating about the causes for the substandard quality of 
the D.D.T. procluced . He denies the suggestion that the explanation was called 
for at the instance of the General Manager. This is the oral and documentary 
evidence of the parties in this matter. 

27. The case of Sri George Zacharia is that the management did not give 
him his due promotion in time because of his active participation in trade 
union activities and also because of his filing a petition under Payment of 
Wages Aĉt. His case is that the utanagement should have promoted him in 1966 . 
In his evidence he refers to this aspect and says that there are documents 
to show this. The counsel for the management asked him to point out the 
particular document which would justify this stand . The witness -was not 
able to point out the same. His grievance is that he had taken a yery active 
role in the trade union activities and during the year 1967-68 he was holding 
the post of treasurer of the union. That he was holding the post is not a 
disputed fact. The further contension is that he had filed a petition for 
certain amounts dieducted by the nianagement from his salary and he succeeded 
in the lower coutt and also in the writ filed by the management. But these 
proceedings were initiated by him only in April, 1967. . So he had not incurred 
The displeasure of the management on this ground during the year 1966. The 
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first promotion was offered to him by Ext. M37 on 20-3-1967. On the same 
day by Ext. M38 he declined this promotion. No reasons are given in this. 
The management by Ext. 139 Jaled 4-4-1967 advised him to comply with the 
proinotion order. They further informed him that they will be forced to 
lake necessary action against him for disobedience. Ilis reply is Ext. M40 
dated 6-4-1967. The reasons for his refusal are given in this. His main case 
is that there are vacancies of U.D. Clerks in his own section and he is qualified 
and experienced to handle these posts and so he wants promotion to these 
posts and not to the post of a store keeper. It is also pointed out by hiin 
that he will have to hold additional responsibilities and work for 11 hours 
more for which he will got only additional remuneration of Rs 8. It is also 
pointed out by him that he stands to loose the chance of further promotions 
if he accepts this post. He is only an Arts graduate and the next promotion 
to the post of store holder can be given only to a science graduate . Some 
more letters were sent.. There is reference in his evidence to a letter Ext. M45 
by which two posts of U.D. Clerks are sanctioned for project and they 
appointed only one U.p. Clerk in that. Both are sanctioned for the project. 
The one post was filled up as early as 11-10-1966. MWL the personnel 
Manager has given evidence saying that the more sanctioning is not the crite 
rion for filling up the post. They fill the post according to the requisition of 
the concerned authorities. The employce concerned . has for certain other 
reasons pointed out that the posting in the project will be prejudicial to his 
interest by denying him tlie benefits of incentive scheme. That aspect is 
considered at a later stage in this matter . Now it need only be stated that 
he has expressed his disapproval of appointing him in the project section and 
so it cannot be correct to say that he would have accepted this post in the 

project if it had been offered carlier to the offer in March , 1967. The manage 
• inent has got the right to decide the various posts which they should fill and 
also about the promotions to be given . If they have done this aspect with 
bonafide intentions. I think it will not be proper to interfere with it. The 
two reasons pointed out by the worker which prompted the management are 
already pointed in the earlier part of this award. His filing the petition was 
only in April, 1967 and the promotion was offered in March , 1967. So his 
complaint that they promoted him to this because of the filing cannot be 
accepted. Prior to April, 1967 there was such ground. Then he relers 
to his trade union activities. There are other office bearers also and there 
is no case , that the management prosecuted all of them on the ground of their 
Joyalty to the union. His case was that he was holding the post of the 
treasurer during the year . 1967-68 atid if his promotion was due in 1966 the 
management could not have anticipated his selection to the post in 1966 and 
deny his promotion . The two grounds alleged by the employee are not in 
any way sufficient to hold that the management had any ill-will towards the 
Worker which is sullicient to deter them from offering him his due promotion, 

28. The next consideration is about the worker s grounds for refusal to 
accept that promotion . The stores section forms part and parcel of the plant 

a whole . At least that is what can be gathered from the evidence on 
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record . So one can be posted from one section to the other . It is admitted 
by MW1. that this employce had no experience of store work at the tune of 
his posting and he adds that it was given as an officiating posting for a fixed 
period to enable Jim lo acquiant and equip himself with the necessary know 
ledge of the work . It is also stated that at the particular time there were 
no vacancies of U.D. Clerks in the department in which he was working. The 
worker has not succeeded in pointing out any single document which 
would suggest that at the time of this oller there were other vacancies , to 
which he could have been posted . There is mention of two new posts, in 
Exl. M.15 . But one was filled and the other was not suitable to him since 
he would not have gelincentive benelits there. So his contention that 
There were other vacancies cannot be upheld . Then he says that he would 
have got only an additional remuneration of RX , 8 if -he liad accepted this 
post . The worker admits in cross-examination that on promotion to the 
pust of a U.D., clerk an employee will get only this increase as per the 
then existing conditions of service. 

29. The next promotion was offered by Ext. 146 dated 23-5-1967. By this 
he was promoted as a U. D. Clerk do work in the project. A reminder was 
sent by the management by Ext. 147 dated 27-6-1967. Then the worker sends 
a communication; i.e., Ext: M18 for certain clarifications. He wanted to know 
whether this posting in the project as a U.D. Clerk will deprive him of any 
of the existing benefits of a U.D. Clerk .. Then the reply of the management 
is Ext. M49. He is not satisfied with that. Then he sends Ext. 150. IIe 
wants to know specifically whether he will be entitled to get incentive bonus 
in the project. The reply is Ext. M51, where in it is stated that the produc 
tion incentive 

payment is not applicable to the project. Correspondence 
followed even after this. Finally he did not accept that also . He declined 
this on the ground that incentive is not applicable to the project. It is 
stated that it will cause financial loss to him . There is another ground also 
for this refusal to go on promotion . He says that the section in which he. 
was working was combined with another section that too held by a lower 
division clerk . After .combining these two, an upper division clerk s post was 
created and the other person working junior to him in that section was 
promoted. He says that the management could have without any difficulty 
promoted him to that post. The case of the management regarding this is 
that they promoted the other worker on the basis of merit, seniority , suitability 
and qualification . The promotion was done by a committee consisting of 
the General Manager, Head of the department and the Personnel Manager.. 
From the available evidence it has to be inferred that persons working in 
thie plant are posted , promoted or transferred to the B.H.C. project also . On 
the basis of the terms of the agreement the management contends that no 
Incentive wages are payable to persons transferred to the project. It is 
true that there is monetary loss if the benefit is denied to an employee 
who was working formerly in the plant. Since the transfer is done in the 
usual way without any differentiation and which is permissible under the 
existing service conditions the management s action in this regard cannot 
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be said to be motivated by any ill will towards the worker. If it was not 
This employee some other employce would have been transferred to that . 
and hence a transfer to that was cffected . The question whether the trans- 
ferred person is entitled to incentive wages in that section is an issue to 
De considered in this case . For the reason that there is no " finding that 
the management was prompted to do this by reason of any illwill towards 
him I and that the promotion was cffected bona fide for proper reasons. 
The employee should have accepted and joined in that section and he could 
have agitated for incentive as has been done by the other employees who 
were similarly promoted and posted in the project. He in the course of 
evidence refers to Ext. M45 by which the management created two posts 
of Upper Division Clerks in the project and claims that the management 
could bave posted him to that post in 1966 itself. A definite question was 
put in cross- examination to MW1 regarding the post in the B. H. .Ç . project 
which was created as per Ext..M45 . The relevant portion reads as follows: 

" I suggest that this post was not filled up to see that George Zacharia 
was not promoted . Is it cou ) ? (0 ) That contention is not correct. (A )" . 
This clearly throws much light on the case of the worker concerned . It 
is alınost an admission the part of the worker that he was prepared 
at that time to accept that post in B. H. C. Project. The production in 
centive scheme was introduced in the plant for the first time in 1960 as 
per Ext. W9. According to him no incentive wages are payable to persons 
working in the project. The incentive was made payable as "per an- agree 
ment in 1969 in the project and there is no obligation on the part o the 
management to pay it to those who work in the project. If the post 
created as per Ext. M45 was offered to him he would have raised the 
same objection and his case that the post was denied in 1966 cannot have 
any basis. If that contention is a valid one there was nothing preventing 
this employee from complying with . Thesė orders at least in June, 1967 and 
clamouring for other benefits there after. Hence I find that the manage 
ment was not at fault . in offering these promotions and they have not 
offered these with any malafide intentions and the worker is not entitled 
to any relief. 

30. The case of Sri E. P. Gopinathan Nair is that by his promotion 
ind transfer as store keeper in the project he lost the benefit of plant 
allowance and incentive wages. He joined this management as a clerk 
cuni-typist. He was working in the stores as a lower division clerk while he 

promoted as per Ext. 159 on 30-6-1967. It is clearly stated that he is 
promoted as a store keeper in the project with effect" from 1-7-1967 . Then he 
sends a memorandum to the management by Ext. M60 . He points out that he 

incurs a loss of Rs 17 per month in addition to the higher responsibilities as 
-a storę keeper. There is no complaint that he is to work additional hours 
since he was working in the very same stores prior to promotion . By this 
letter he wanted only pay protection from the date of promotion . The reply 
of the management is Ext. MG1. Another letter by the worker is. Ext. M62 
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ile refers to the case of the other workers who on similar uccasions were not 
made to suffer any financial loss by the issue of suitable orders by the manage 
ment. MW1 says that no plant allowance is payable to Upper Division Clerks. 
It is clearly stated by him that persons holding the post of upper division clerk 
or equivalent pont are not entitled to get this plant allowance. The union 
counsel refers to the standing orders where provision is made for pay prolec 
lion as per order 22. This is marked as Ext. W7. The first para of the rule 


icads as follows: *** 


" Employees shall be liable to be transferred at the discretion of the 
management from one establishment to another from one department 10 
another or from one job to another provided that in effecting the transfer 
the employee s suital,ility will be decided upon by the management and 
that the pay of the employee concerned shall be protected together with 

his seniority ": 
On the basis of this it is contended that the worker is entitled to the 
emolunfenis he was getting prior to his promotion in his new post also. There 
was some discrepancy in fixing his pay. Even without promotion this worker 
would have reached Rs 175 as his basic wages as on 2-7-1967. By Ext. M59 
after promotion as upper division clerk his basic salary was fixed at Rs 170 . 
This was pointed out by the worker by Ext. MGO. The management pointed out 
their " inability to refix his pay as desired by him ." by Ext. M61. Then again 
the worker pointed out the total monetary loss suffered by him by receiving 
his promotion. The management by Ext. M63 dated 26-9-1968 refixed his pay 
at Rs 180 with effect, from 3-7-1967. Even this did not meet the whole demand 
of the worker and as already pointed out he refers to W7 and pleads that he 
is entitled to get the incentive and other allowances. In this regard he 
refers to the case of certain other workers who were similarly posted and pay 
protection facilities were allowed. There is one document which relates to the 
case of such a worker. This is Ext. M64. This refers to the pay fixation of 
Sri N. K. Sethey, L. D. Clerk on promotion as store keeper. This worker was 
a Lower division , clerk and he was promoted as store keeper. Prior to his 
promotion he was getting as seen from Ext. M64 a total emolument of Rs 265.20 . 
After promotion he was entitled to get only as per their fixation of Rs 237.25 . 
After setting out the reasons the note issued by the management .proceeds 
to say as follows: 

" The grievance of the individual is considered genuine in the light of 
the foregoing. It would , therefore, be advisable that he may 
appropriate relief. In order that he may not suffer by a drop in his 
emoluments , it is suggested that as a special case his pay on promotion 

to the store keeper grade may be fixed at Rs 155 instead of Rs 75." 
By this refixation his total emoluments reached Rs 266.75 thereby giving an 
increase of Rs 11.55 over the amount he received as L.D. clerk . This is 
considered as a special case . The worker refers to the case of some other 
persons also who were promoted like this. The very words used by the 


given . 
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management in Ext. 164 would show that in cases where the employees 
stand to loose by promotion are aggrieveil. And the management rightly 
felt in the case of Sri Sethey that it should be redressed . So I find that 
there is some weight in the contention of the worker that he should not be 
made to suffer monetary loss because of promotion. The other benefit 
that he claims is the incentive wages. This was made payable to the workers 
in the project as per, Ext. M84. This is dated 7-11-1969. Incentive scheme 
was made applicable to the project with effect from 1-9-1969. So this emplo 
yee was denied the benefit from 3-7-1969 to 1-9-1969. It is true that this 
benefit is not extended to the workers of the project as per the earlier 
agreement.. Ext. * M135 is one settlement by which the management undertook 
to introduce the production incentive scheme in new Torm . It is seen 
from Ext. W9 that there was a production incentive scheme even from 1960 
and by Ext. M84 the management agreed to extent this benefit by clause 
4 (c ) to those who are promoted and posted to the B.H.C. plant. 

31. Clause 22 of the standing orders and the precedent seen from Ext. 164 
show that the management was careful to see that some workers did not 
incur monetary loss, by accepting a promotion . If that principle is extended 
to the case of this worker then he is also entitled to protection of wages. 
It is seen from Ext. M62 a letter written by him to the management that 
he was loosing at the rate of Rs 42 every month because of the officiating 
promotion . The facts.narrated therein are not denied by the management 
anywhere in the letters written by them . The basic wage was fixed at 
Rs 180 on 26-9-1968 though it had . retrospective effect from 3-7-1967. There 
is some delay even incorrectly fixing his pay. It is elicited from Ww5 
that on promotion a upper division clerk will get a benefit of Rs 8. He was 
also offered on promotion , this benefit. This shows that the usual benefit 
accrued to a person promoted as upper division clerk is Rs. 8. The manage 
ment in the case of Sethi was careful to see that total emoluments were 
not less than the prior salary and further they added some amount of 
additional benefit . In the case of this worker also it is ordered that the 
management shall refix his salary with effect from 1-7-1967 in such a way 
that he will get this additional benefit of Rs 8 over and above what he was 
getting in the lower post; thereby giving him the protection assured by Rule 22 , 
of the Standing Orders. The refixation on 27-8-1968 and introduction of 
. incentive scheme with eflect from 1-9-1969 has been noted in this connection . 

The benefit to be given is only to make good the deficiency in his pay when 
compared with his prior pay and also to that he gets an increase of 8 
on the date of promotion. The management shall refix his pay and allowances 
in such a way that these benefits are given to him with effect from 1-7-1967. 

32. The case of Padmini is that her salary on promotion did not include 
certain benefits which she enjoyed prior to the promotion . She was promoted 
in January, 1968 to the B.H.C. Plant. After promotion she was denied incen 
tive. She complained about this to the management. The management took 
the stand that incentive scheme is not applicable to the workers in the 
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project. One of ber complaints is Ext. 179. Then again , she referred to 
this inatter and finally she was informed by Ext., 82 that berpuas Leru 
Oxed correctly on her appointing 35 officiating upper division cler!. TH . 
main contentiou of the management is that the bonellt ut incent ! 
cannot be extended to the persons working in the project . In this cute 
tion also the union refers to clause 22 of the standing orders that is rigru 
duced elsewhere. By a subsequent settlement the management extend 1,15 
beneat of Incentive wages to the employees in the project also. This is by 

ettlement Ext. M84 dated 7-11-1969 . This was extended with freut from 
1.9-1969 to the project . also. That it was not applicable to the inpiosecs 
in the project is clear from this document. The justifiability or otherwise 
of this is not the question to be decided here. Here is u case where the 
employee stands to lose some amount by reasca of promotion and transfer. 
She has a case that a person who was junior to her was also promoted 
along with her by the same office order and was posted to the planet is :) 
result of which she get incentive scheme on a higher grade applicable to the 
upper division clerk . The worker has no cast that the management elected 
this promotion with any malafide intentions. The posting and promotion 
is a managerial function and only if there is allegation of lack of good faith 
this court can interfere. Here , there is no such allegation . Here ine larger 
question whether the worker by proinotion and posting has suffered any mone 
tary loss is to be considered . It is admitted that she was not given the 
incentive wages from the date of promotion till 1-9-1969 froin which , date 
it was made applicable to the workers in the project. While denying the 
benefit the managernent has not taken into consideration the protection 
offered by clause 22 of the Standing Orders. In order to see that this assur 
ance is naterially beneficial to the worker , I find that the management 
should pay the difference in the remuneration caused by the transfer to 

the project and also see that the amount of additional benefit given at the 
1. rate of Rs 8 on promotion is also ensured to her. Hence it is ordered that the 
management shall pay production incentive wages to the worker for the 
period for which it was denied to the worker. 

33. WW1 and 2 are the workers interested in these issues. They were 
chargesheeted along with another person . It is the case of these workers 
that the other employee submitted an explanation . The union wanted 
the management to produce that explanation but they have not produced 
it. MW3 says that the explanation is not traceable . The chargesheet given 
to them reads as follows: 
1. " Commission of an act subversive of discipline and good behaviour 

within the premises of the establishment. 
2. causing damage to work in progress and property of the company." . 
The enquiry was conducted by 

MW2 

The workers pleaded guilty at 
che enquiry and accepting this plea the management demoted them . Ia 
this court the workers would say that they were persuaded or to use stronger 
language threatened to give a statement pleading guilty or in the alter 
native to 

suffer certain dire consequences. The workers refer to the 
G , A - 58 /MC. 
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emergence of a new trade union formed by a group of persons who came 
out of the then existing union. These workers were the active persons 
responsible for this new organisation . The other union and the manage 
ment did not relish this and they colluded and brought about this false 
charge. It is seen from meinorandum issued by the management dated 
11-10-1966 that three persons including these 2 were asked to explain about 
the contamination of the material in the tank . The charge is that the 
specific gruvity of the chloral sample went higher than normal and thereby 
showing that it was contaminated. The enquiry was conducted and in the 
enquiry these 2 workers gave two letters . They are marked as 

Ext. M90 
series. They say that they are sorry for what has happened and they also 
apologised for the same. In this court they say that they gave it , when 
they got the assurance that no action will be taken against them for 
this. The enquiry report proved by MW2 shows that they levelled 2 charges 
against these enployees which are already reproduced elsewhere. 

34. The workers would say that me management during the course of 
several months of the operation of the plant introduced some changes not 
in the process but in the materials used . This according to them can 
cause some change in the specific gravity also . This is a purely technical 
matter and both parties have not placed sufficient material to . conclude 
one way or other. The workers say that the specific gravity had changed 
on a number of occasions and on those occasions it never struck the manage 
ment that the change or cause of the change by what ever means is an 
act subversive of discipline or that it is likely to cause damage to work in 
progress . The management , witnesses were not able to say whether by 
this change in the specific gravity the management suffered any loss. The 
loss can be by being forced to incur additional expenses for re- distillation 
of the article or for some other purposes . It can also be a case where 
the management was forced to throw away the whole thing but there is no 
- such a case for the management. The management in the first memorandum 
itself concludes that three persons could have been responsible for this 
change in the specific gravity . They issued the chargesheet to another 
person also but for some reason known only to the management they did 
not proceed to take action against that person . It is admitted that 
the specific gravity at the fixed temperature of the article 

changed 
MW3 was asked about this. Exts. W3 series are the laboratory log book 
for different periods for the years 1966 and 1967. Certain entries were 
shown to this witness and he admits that the specific gravity of chloral during 
first shift on 7-12-1966 was 1.595 and 1.615 in the second shift on the same 
day was 1.47 and it went up to 1.49 during third Shift. The specific gravity 
is at 38° C . and not at 30° C , and the 1.5 specific gravity is at 38° C . and that is 
taken as the normal temperature. The witness is a chemical engineer and 
he says that as a rule when the liquid is heated the specific gravity comes 
down . It is also added by him that he did not ask for any explanation 
from these employees of the shift during which the specific gravity of the 
chloral went up. He also admits that normally chloral sample is taken by 
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the Laboratory people when that is required . On 11-10-1966 when the subject 
matter of this enquiry was detected the samples were taken by the senior 
analyist. He also admits that normally it is not taken by the senior analyist. 
By way of clarification he adds that they were investiguting the cause of the 
fall in the standard of the material from the beginning of October 1966 . 
From this evidence it follows. that there were a number of instances wherein 
specific gravity varied very much . In some cases it went below the normal 
and in some cases it went higher than normal. These were not stray in 
stances and these were recorded in the log book and it is presumed that it 
is noted by competent technicians. But for this phenomenon they did not 
take any action and they never interpreted this as an act of sabversion . Then 
suddenly the senior analyst took the sainple and the management concludes 
that these are acts of subversion. 

35. MW3 says that there was a fall in the standard in the materials and 
they detected it in October, 1966. Me did not say that they wanted to 
raise this standard and as a precuution they had issued necessary directive 
about remedial measures. Taking of a sample of one day alone cannot amount 
to the remedial"ieasure, unless it is asserted that they were doing it as a 
follow up measure to stop this fall in standard. In this regard the concerned 
workers also assert that the management changed the materials used. MW3 
a competent person did not come forward to say that these changes in the 
materials cannot have any effect in the specific gravity of the chloral. If 
that was so he is the most competent person to speak about this. He doel 
not refer to thiy . From these facts it follows that this action was taken by 
the management not exclusively in their anxiety to see that the quality of 
the materials was maintained at every stage by maintaining the specific gravity 
at specified levels. - As persons who handle these things the workers also 
would have been aware of these aspects and their plea that they are guilty 
after submitting a detailed explanation disowning guilt cannot be accepted 
in full. There was another person also to whom the management issued 
a chargesheet. He submitted an explanation and it is not traceable now . 
Why he . alone was let off without even an enquiry is not clear . The case 
of the workers that they were the victims of certain trade union rivalries 
has to be taken in this background . If things are viewed from this angle 
it will be seen that they are justified when they say that the management 
took this action only because of factors other than factors which are material 
for keeping the standard of the output. Hence I find that the punishmeut 
given to the workers cannot be justified . The management shall give them 
all benefits as if their punishment had not been awarded to them . 

I pass this award as stated above and this award shall come into force 
on the expiry of 30 days after its publication in the Government Gazetfe. 


R. K. YENU. NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 


Calicut, 
5-2-1973. 
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Ezts, marked on the side of the Management: 
-A11 Memorandum of Association of Hindustan Insecticides Ltd. 
M2 Articles of Association of Hindustan Insecticides Ltd. 
M3 Standing Orders applicable to the enployees of Mindustan Insecticides Ltd ... 

Letter No. A & I -29 ( 20) /58 dated 23rd March , 1959 from Government of 

India , Ministry of Commerce & Industry , to the Managing Director. 
Mi5 Letter Na A & I- 15 (7 )/59 dated 2-4-1960 . from Government of India , 

Ministry of Commerce & Industry , to the Managing Director. 
MO Letier Na A & I-13(6 ) /60 dated 4-5-1960 from Government of India , 

Ministry of Commerce & Industry, to the Managing Director. 
17 Letter : No. A & I-12(1 )/60 dated 24-6-1960 from the Under Secretary , 
. Government of India, Ministry of Commerce & Industry to the Mana: 

ging Director. 
MS Letter No.. A & 1-12(6 ) 760 dated 9-8-1960 from the Under Secretary, 

Government of India , Ministry of Commerce & Industry to the Mana 

ging Director, 
MO Letter N A & I-20(1) 81 dated 24-3-1961 from the Under Secretary , 

Government of India , Ministry of Commerce & Industry to the Mana 

ging Director 
M10 Letter An A & 1-12(2)/60 dated 15-11-1061 

from 

Under Secretary, 
Government of India , Ministry of Commerce & Industry to the Mana 

ging Director. 
M11 Letter N A & I- 20 (3) /02 dated 24-3-1902, from Under Secretary, Govern 

ment of India , Ministry of Commerce & Industry to the Managing 
Director, Hindustan Antibiotics Ltd. and Managing Director, Hindustan 

Insecticides Ltd. 
M12 Letter No. A & I- 2044) /62 duted 12-7-1962 from Government of India , 

Ministry of Commeree & Industry , to Wie Managing Director. 
M13 Letter Na B -9 dated 23-12-1965 from the Works Manager ( Delhi) to 

the Works- Manager (Alwaye) . 
M14 Letter Nu C - 4 (16 ) /87 dated 5-4-1967 from Government of india , Ministry 

of Petroleum & Chemicals to all underwakings. 
• M15 Letter No. A & I- 17 (3 )/65 dated 17-5-1968 from Government of India , 

Ninistry of Petroleum & Chemicals to the Managing Director . 
M16 Letter No A & I-15 (7) /57 dated 11-10-1968 from Government of India, 

Ministry of Petroleum & Chemicals to the Managing Director. 
M17. Juoginent the High Court of Kerala dated 6-11-1963 in O. P. No. 2346 

of, 1902. 
M18 Letter dated 30 -B- 1955 from the D.L. O , Alwaye to the Company long 

with the enclosure thereto . 
M19 Letter dated 8-9-1965 from the Company to the D.L.O. Alwaye. 
M20 Letter dated 22-10-1905 from the Company to the D.L.O., Alwaye. 
M21 Letter dated 29-6-1966 froin the D.L.O., Alwaye to the Company and 

the union along with the enclosure thereto . 
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M22 Leiter dated 13-2-1867 from the Covernment of Kerala to the Manage 

ment and the union . 
M23 Letter dated 31-8-1967 from the D.L.O., to the Company and the union . 
M24 Letter dated 7-9-1967 from the Company to the D.L.O., Alwaye. 
M25 Letter dated 27 /30-9-1967 from the D.L.O.,.Alwaye to the Company and 

the Union 
M26 Letter dated 9-10-1967 from the Company to the D.L.O., Alwaye. 
MT Letter dated 16:11-1967 from the D.L.O., Alwaye to the Company and 

the Union . 
M28 Letter dated 1-12-1967 from the Company to tbe D.L.O., Alwaye. 
M29 Letter dateci 1-12-1967 from the D.L.O., Alwaye to the Company. 
M30 letter dated 13-12-1967 from the Company to the D.L.O., Alwaye 
M31 Letter dated 18-6-1968 from the D.L.O., Alwaye to the Company and 

the enclosure thereto . 
M32 Letter dated 12-9-1968 from the Company to the D.L.O., Alwaye. 
M33 Letter dated 10-8-1968 . from the B.L.O. Alwaye to the Company, and 

the Union; 
M31 Letter dated 16-9-1968 from the Company to the D.L.O., Alwaye 
M35 Memorandum of settlement dated 13-10-1968 . 
N30 Olhce note dated 2-3-1967 regarding the appointment of storekeeper. 
M37. Office note dated 20-9-1967 posting Sri George Zacharia to officiate as 

store keeper. 
M38 Letter dated 20-3-1907 from Sri Zacharia declining the promotion. 
M39 Memo, dated 4-4-1907 addressed to Sri Zachariah . 
M40 Letter dated 6-4-1967 from Sri Zachariah . 
M41 Memo dated 12-4-1907 addressed to Sri Zachariah 
M42 Letter from Sri Zachariah dated : 19-4-1967. 
M43 Office note dated 13-5-1967. 
M44 Memo dated 30-5-1967 cancelling the order of appointment of 

Sri Zachariah as storekeeper . 
M45 Office note dated 10-6-1967 proposing promotion of Sri Zachariah as 

U.D.C. in project. 
M16 Ofice order dated 23-6-1967 appointing Sri Zachariah as U.D.C. in project. 
M147 Memo dated 27-6-1967 addressed to Sri Zachariah. 
M48 Letter dated 28-6-1967 from Sri Zachariah . 
M49. Memo dated 5-7-1967 addressed to Sri Zachariah. 
M50 Letter dated 8-7-1967 from Sri Zachariah . 
M51Merno dated : 12-7-1907 addressed to Sri Zachariah . 
M52 Letter loted 13-7-1967 from Sri Zachariah. 
M53 Memo dated 27-7-1967 addressed to Sri Zachariah. 

M154 Letter dated 21-7-1967 from the Hindustan Insecticides Employees Union 
M55 Letter dated 18-8-1967 from the Hindustan Insecticides Employees Union 

to the Managinig Director. 
M56 Record of Minutes of discussions held on 14-12-1987 and earlier dates . 
M37 Letter dated 16-5-1968 to the Managing Director. 
M58 ofice nate dated 26-6-1967 regarding promotion of Sri P. O. Gopinathan 

Nair as Storekeeper. 
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M59 Office order dated 30-6-1967 appointing Sri Gopinathan Nair as Officiat 

ing Storekeeper. 
M60 Letter dated 3-7-1967 from Sri Gopinathan Nair. 
M61 Reply to the above dated 31-8-1967.. 
M62 Letter dated 27-8-1968 from Sri Gopinathan Nair . 
M63 Omce order dated 26-9-1968 . 
M6-4 Item No 10 of the minutes of 62nd meeting of the Board of Directors 

of the Company held on 2-11 including Agenda. 
M65 Office note dated 23-1-1968 regarding promotion of Smt. R R. Pedrini. 
M66 Omce order dated 25-1-1968 appointing Smt. K. K. Padmini as officiating 

W.D.C. in project. 
M67 Letter dated 25-1-1968 from Smt: K. K. Padmini. 
M68 Memo dated 27-1-1968 addressed to Smt. K. Padmini. 
M69 Letter from Smt. K. K. Padmini dated 27-1-1968. 
M70 Memo dated 1-2-1968 addressed to Smt. KK Padminl. 
M71 Letter dated 1-2-1968 from Smt. K. K. Padmini. 
M72 Memo dated 29-3-1968 addressed to Smt. K. K. Padmini. 
M73 Letter dated 2-4-1908 from Smt: K : K Padmini. 
M74 Memo dated 22-4-1968 addressed to Smt: K. K Padmins. 
M75. Letter dated 23-4-1968 from Smt. K. K. Padmint. 
M76 ° Memo dated 26-4:1968 addressed to Smt K. K. Padinini. 
M77 Letter dated 29-4-1968 from Smt. K. K. Padmini. 
M78 Memno dated 17-5-1968 addressed to Smt: K. K Padmint. 
M79 Letter dated 20-5-1968 from . Smt. K. K. Padmini. 
M80 Merno dated 30-5-1968 addressed to Sant. K : K. Padmini. 
M81 Letter dated 6-9-1968 from Smt. E. K. Padmini. 
M82 Memo dated 23-9-1968 to Smt. K. K. Padmini 
M83 (Series) Show -cause notice, esplanations, charge-sheet, enquiry proceed 

ings, Ondings of enquiry and dismissal orders issued to Sri M. C. Thomas 

and Sri K. P. Eapen . 
M84 . Memorandum of settlement between Management and the Union date ! 

7-11-1969. 
MS Office note dated 7-6,1967 regarding the appointment of. U. D. Clerk . 
M86 Office order No. A / E - 1 /110 dated 7-4-1966 
M87 (Series) Office note dated 26-6-1967 regarding the appointment of Store 
keeper 

. 
M88 (Series) Office pote dated 4-1-1967 regarding appointment of U.D. Clerk 
1189 Enquiry proceedings . 
M90 (Series) ? in Nos. Letters from K. P. Eapen and M. C. Thomas dated 

24-11-1966 to the Management (In Ext. M89). 
Facts, marked on the side of the Uniort: 
W1 Copy of letter dated 11-10-1968 from M. C. Thomas to the Vork s Mana 

ger, Hindustan Insecticides Ltd , 
.W2 139 sheets chloral distillation log sheets front 5-10-1966 to 15-12-1966 . . 
1143 (Series) 3 books: Lab . observation log book and lab : general nbservation 

books from 5-9-1966 to 1-1-1967. 
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W4 (Series) 119 sheets Lab. observation log sheets from 5-8-1956 to 1-1-1067. 
WS (Series ) 76 sheets job allocation sheets froun 1-6-1968 to 16-11-1988 . 
W6 Technical D. D. T. Analysis report book from 1-1.1966 to 1.1.1968. 
W7 Standing order of the company. 
W8 (Series) 2 in Nos: The notices published by the Union . 
W9 Production incentive scheme of the Company . 
W10 Office order Na 381 dated 18-4-1967. 
W11 Standing order of the Company. 
W12 Letter from E. P. Gopinathan Nair duted 17-7-1968 to the H. I.L. Emp. 

Union 
W13 List of cases of Anomaly in the Adininistrative Section . 


. 


Witnesses examined on the side of the Management: 

MW1 A. K. S. Nair. 
MW2 V. Subramanian . 
MW . A. N. Natarajun . 


Witnesses eramined on the side of the Union: 

WW1 M. C. Thomas. 
WW2 K. P. Eapen . 
WW3 K. K. Padmini. 
WW4 E. P. Gopinathan Nair . 
ww , George Zacharia . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
pocal A -Iministration and Social Welfare (maaicipal ani 

Panchayat Special) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 2365/MI. & Pt. Spl. 3 /72 /LA & SWD. 

Daled , Trivandıum , 21st April 1973. 
The following draft of an amendinent to the Kerala Panchayats (Grant 
in -Aid ) Rules, 1965 , published as S.R O. No. 55/65 in the Keraia Gazette 
No. 7 dated 16th February , 1965, which the Government of Kerala propose to 
make in exercise of the powers, conferred by section 129 of the Kerala 
Panchayats Act, 1960 (32 of 1960 ) is hereby published for general informa- . 
tion, as required by sub -section 2 of section 130 of the said Act. 

Notice is hereby given that the said draft will be taken up for considera 
tion on or after 8-6-19 3 and that any objection or suggestion that may be 
received in respect of the said draft from any person , before the date specified 
above will be considered by Government. 

Objections and suggestions, if any, shall be addressed to the Secretary to 
Government, Local Administration & Social Welfare (Municipal & Pancha 
yat Special) Department, Trivandrum , 

DRAFT AMENDMENT 
In the said rules, in clause (c) of sub-rule ( vii) of rule 2, thewords or 
by a LocalAuthority " occurring in the third line shall be omitted . 

By order of the Governor ; 
ZACHARIA MATHEW , 

Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
This note is not a part of the amendment but intended to indicate its 
general purport). 

As per Rule 2 (viii) (c) of Kerala Panchayats (Grant-in -Aid ) Rules , 
1955 , one of the conditions for sanctioning grant to an Institution such as 
Libraries, Reading Rooms, Sports Clubs, Arts Clubs, Schools etc., is that 
these institutions are recognised either by Government, or by a local autho 
rity or an authority empowered by Government to make such recognitions. 
It is considered necessary . that by making the above amendment to the . 
existing rules, restrictions can be imposed in regard to recognition of institu 
tions by Panchayats for the purpose of payment of Grant, thereby the local 
bodies can pay Grant-in aid only to institutions recognised either by Govern 
ment or by an authority empowered by Government to recognise the institu 
tions, 


2624 Eg . 


Kerala Gazette No. 19 dated 8th May 1973. 
PARTI 

Section i 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Law Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 4703- B2/ 73 /Law . 

• Dated, Trivandrum , 25th April 1973 . 
The following Act of Parliament, published in a Gazette of India 
Extraordinary, Part II - Section 1, dated the 13th March 1973, is hereby 
republished for general information . The Bill as passed by the Houses of 
Parliament received the assent of the President on the 13th March , 1973. 

By order of the Governor , 

M. SEKHARAN , 
Law Secretary. 


:) THE SEAWARD ARTILLERY PRACTICE 
( AMENDMENT) ACT , 1973 

(3 of 1973) 


! 


I. 


ACT 
further to amend the Seaward Artillery Practice Act , 1949. 
Be it enacted by Parliament in the Twenty -fourth Year of the Republic 
of India as follows: 

Short title and commencement.- ( 1) This Actmay be called the Scaward 
Artillery Practice (Amendment) Act, 1973 . 

( 2) It shall come into force on such date as the Cential Government 
may, by notification in the Official Gazette, appoint. 

2. Substitution of new sections for section 3. – For section 3 of the Seaward 
Artillery Practice Act, 1949 (8 of 1949 ) ( hereinafter referred to as the 
principal Act), the following sections shall be substituted , namely : -- 

" 3 . Power of Central Government, to authorise seaward artillery 
praclice.- (1) The Central Government may, by notification in the 
Official Gazette, authorise the carrying out of seaward artillery practice 
over such area and during such period or periods as may be specified 
in the notification : 

Provided that there shall be an interval of atleast fourteen days 
between the date of publication of such notification in the Official 

Gazette and the date of carrying out of taward artillerý practice. 
G. 70s 


2 


( 2) The Central Government shall , as soon as may be, after 
the publication of a notification under sub -section (1), cause the 
substance thereof to be published - 

(a ) in some newspaper circulating in , and in the language 
commonly understood in , the area specified in the notification ; 


and 


(b ) In such other manner asmay be prescribed . 
(3 ) If any question arises whether the substance of a notification 
under sub -section ( 1) was published as required by sub -section (2), a 
certificate by the Collector of the district in which the notified area 
is situate that the substauce of the notification was so published , shall be 
conclusive. 

3A . Power to delegate. - The Central Government may , by notifica 
tion in the Official Gazette . direct that the power to issue notifications 
under section 3 shall, subject to such conditions, if any , as may be 
specified in the notification , be exercisable also by such State Govern 
ment as may be specified therein ." . 

3. Substitution of new sections for section 9.- For section 9 of the principal 
Act, the following section shall be substituted namely : 

“ 9. Power to make rules.- ( 1) The CentralGovernment may, by 
notification in the Official Gazette, make rules for giving effect to the 
provisions of this Act and different rules, may be made for different 
States or for different areas thereof. 

(2 ) In particular , and without prejudice to the generality of the 
foregoing power, such rules may provide for all or any of the following 
matters, namely : 

(a ) the manner in which the substance of a notification under 
section 3 may be published ; 

(b ) regulating the use under this Act of the notified area for 
seaward artillery practice in sucht manner as to secure the public 
against danger, and to enable the practice to be carried out with 
the minimum inconvenience to the inhabitants of the area 
affected ; 

(c ) the minimum rates at which compensation shall be paya . 
ble under sub -section (3 ) of section 6 , and generally regarding the 
making of claims for compensation the procedure to be followed 
by the authorities granting the compensation , the expenditiuos 
settlement of claims and the filing of appeals from original awards 
of compensation ; 

(d ) the principles to be followed in assessing the amount of 
compensation to be awarded under this Act ; 

(e) any other matter which is required to be, or may be, 
prescribed . 
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(3 ) Every rule made under this soction shall be laid , as soon as 
may be after it is made, before cach House of Parliainent, while it is in 
session , for a total period of thirty days which may be comprised in one 
session or in two or more successive sessions, and if, before the expiry of 
the session immediately following the session or the successive sessions 
aforesaid , both Houscs agree in making any modification in the rule 
or both Houses agree that the rule should not be made, the rule shall 
thercaf er have effect only in such modified form or be of no effect as 
the case may be ; so , however, that any such modification or annulment 
shall be without prejudice to the validity of anything previously done 
under that rule." 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works ( Transport- C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 11090 / TC1173 / PW . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 11th April 1973. 
S. R. O. No. 276 /73. - In exercise of the powers conferred by Rule 4 
of the Schedule to the Kerala Motor Vehicles . ( Taxation of Passengers and 
Goods) Act, 1963 ( 25 of 1963) and in partialmodification of Notification I 
No. 49087 / TB2/71 /PW dated 1st June, 1972 published as S.R.O.No. 262172 
in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 287. dated 1st June 1972 as 
modified by Notification I No. 39011/ TB2 /72 /PW dated 29th September, . 
1972, published as S. R.O.No. 495/72 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary 
No. 538 dated 29th September, 1972 , the Government of Kerala being of 
opinion that it is necessary in the public interest to do so , hereby order that 
the date of payment of the 1st instalment of arrears of tax due under the said 
Act in respect of the stage carriages mentioned in the annexure belonging to 
Shri K. T. Mathew and others, shall be extended till 31st May, 1973 and 
subsequent instalments being payable before the end of subsequentmonths . 

By order of the Governor, 
y . DAMODARA MENON , 

Joint Secretary 

Annexure 
KLK . 4291, KLK . 351, KLK . 352, KLK . 355, KLK . 1656 , 
KLK . 282, KLK . 1851, KLK . 379, KLK . 357, KLK . 3602 , 
KLK 4345, KLK . 5000, KLK . 5217, KLK . 5362, KLK . 3494 
KLK . 3287 and KLT : 2257 . 

Explanatory Note 
(This is not part of the notification but is intended to explain tho 
reasons for issue of the Notification ) . 

It has been represented by Shri K. T. Mathew and others, Kottayam 
that they could not remit the instalments of arrears of T. P. G. on or 
before the due dates due to financial strain . They have requested for 
extension of time. Government have considered the matter and decided to 
extend the time as notified in public interest . 


G.652 
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Section ly 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works ( B & C II ) Department 

WITHDRAWAL NOTIFICATION 
No. 13121 / C2/73/Pw. 

Dated, Trióandrum , 17th April 1973. 
S. R. O. No. 277 /73.- Under Section 52 (1) of the Kerala Land 
Acquisition Act, 1961 : ( 21 of 1962), the Government of Kerala hereby 
withdraw from the acquisition of the land mentioned in the schedule hereto 
annexed and in respect of which land acquisition proceedings were initiated 
as per the Notification No. C.- 3605 /68 dated 6-7-1969 of the Revenue 
Divisional Officer, Kozhikode and published at page 2209 Part III of the 
Kerala Gazette dated 19-8-1969. 

1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആ കററ് (1962- ലെ 21 -ാം ആക്റ 9) 
52 (2) എന്ന വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറ് ഇതോടു ചേർക്കപ്പെട്ട പട്ടിക 
യി ൽ പറഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്നതും 19-8-1969- ലെ കേരളം ഗസററിൽ 3 -ാം ഭാഗത്ത് 
2209 -ാം പേജിൽ 6-7-1969 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ കോഴിക്കോടു റവനു ഡിവിഷനൽ 
ആഫീസർ എന്നയാളുടെ സി , 3605/68 എന്ന നമ്പരിൽ പ്രസ്തുത ആക്റ് 
3 ( 1) എന്ന വകുപ്പ് ( പകാരം പരസ്യം 

ചെയ്തിട്ടുളളതുമായ 

ഭൂമി. 
വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പിൻവാങ്ങിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 

SoHEDULE. 
District - Kozhikode, 

Taluk - Badagara . 
Village - Thiruvallur. 

Desom - Thiruvallur . 
sy. No.-R. S. No. 180/3A. 
Description_U. A. la :: d . 
Exten- : 0081 Hectare . 


By order of the Governor, 

S. J. ELIAZAR, 
Deputy Secretary 
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Section av 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration & Social Welfare 

(Municipal G ) Department 

WITHDRAWAL NOTIFICATION 
G , 0 , Rt. 621 , 

Dated , Trivandru.n , 4th April 1973. 
S. R. O. No. 278 /73.- Under Section 52 ( 1) of the Kerala Land 
Acquisition Act, 1961 (21 of 1962 ), tlic GoverAlelit of Kerala hereby with . 
draw from the acquisition of the land mentioned in the schedule bureto 
annexed and in respect ofwhich Lanu Acquisition Proceedings were initiated 
as t; r the Notification No. HC/2840/ 69 dated 31-7-1969 of the Tahsildar and 
Lald Acquisition Officer, Ponani and published oil pages 832-833, Part III 
of the Kerala Gazette dated 27-4-1971 ; 

1961 - ലെ കേരളാ സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്റം (1962 - ലെ 21 -ാം ആക്ററ 9) 
52 (1 ) എന്ന വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരളാഗവൺമെൻറ് ഇതോടു ചേർക്കപ്പെട്ട പട്ടിക 
യിൽ പറഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്നതും 27-4-1971- ലെ കേരള ഗസററ ൽ III-ാം ഭാഗത്ത് 
832-833 പേജിൽ പൊന്നാനി താസി ൽദാർ ആൻഡ് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ 
ആഫീസറുടെ 31,7-1969 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ HC- 2840/ 69 

എന്ന 

നമ്പരിൽ 
(പസ്തുതആക്ററ് 3 (1) എന്ന വകുപ്പ് പ്രകാരം പരസ്യംചെയ്തിട്ടുളളതുമായ 
ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പിൻവാങ്ങിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 

SCHEDULE 
District - Malappuram . 

Taluk - Ponani. 
Village - Perumpadappa II. 

Amsom -Eramangalam , 
S. No. - 27/ 2B . 
Description - Garden . 
Extent - 0.0620 Hectare. 

By order of the Governor, 
ZACHARIA MATHEW , 

Secretary, 


s . t16 . 
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Sectioa iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERAL: 
Labour (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. No. 451/73/LBR. 

Dared, Trivandruni, 9th April 1973. 
S. R. O. No. 279/73.- Uuder sub section (5 ) of, Section 6 of th : Toddy 
Workers Welfare Fund A. , 1969 ( 22 of 1969), she Goverment of Kerala 
hereby publish the names of a lthe Directors of the Toddy Wo;kers Weliarc 
Fund Board 


22 


NAME AND DESIGNATION OF OFFICIALS NOMINATED BY THE GOVERNMENT 
1. Shri K. Mohanachandran Deputy Rehabilitation Comm ssioner 

& Ex. Officio Deputy Secretary to 

Government, Labour Department. 
2 . N - H . Bayi 

Joint La our Conmiss ouer (in charge 

o Establishment ), Trivandrum . 
3 . N.Chand, asekharan Nair · Additional Secretary (Excise), Board 

of Revenue. 
4 . P. I. Dev..das Menon Deputy Secretary to Goveriment, 

( cducation & Health Wing), Finance 

Depa - tment. 
5 . K. H.Namboodiripad Deputy Commissioner (Excise ), No th 

Zone, Kozhikode . 
6 . K.Manchukutty Menon JointSecretary to Government Law 

Department: 
7 . A. Gopalankutty Vaidyar ChiefWelfare Fund Inspector . 

· Persons REPRESENTING THE EMPLOYERS 
1. Shri N. Upendra Panicker, 

Sree Neelakanda B. avanam , 

Kovalain . 
2. Shri K. Damodaran , 

Thekkemurithckkathil, Uliyakovil , 

Quilon . 
3. Shri K. A. Purushothaman , 

Kallupurackal Veedu, 

Ambalapuzha. 
4. Shri A. Gopalan , 

Thekkumgopuram , 

Kottayam , 
660 
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5. Shri K. G. Bhaskaran , 

· Radha Lodge, 

Ernakulam . 
6. Shri Sebastian Chacko, 

Kumbukkal, Naduvil Amsom , 

Taliparamba . 
7. Shri Govindan , 

Abkari Contractor , Varapuzha Range, 
Kongarapalli Veedu , 
Ernakulam . 
PERSONS REPRESENTING 

THE EMPLOYEES 
Shri T. K. Sadanandan , Secretary , 

Shertallai Chethuthozhilali Union , 
IN T. U.C. Office, 

Shertallai. 
2. Shri K. R. Vijayan , Ex . M. L A., 

North Parur . 
3. Shri George Chadayammuri, President, 

Kerala State Chethuthozhilali Federation , 

Mullakkal, Alleppey . 
4. Shri K. P. Prabhakaran , President, 

Enammavu Peringottukara Chethuthozhilali Union , 

P. O. Anthikad . 
5. Shri R. K.Narayana Pillai, 

R. S. P. Office, Jetty Road , 

Quilon . 
6 . Shri K. M.Sudhakarar , 

Akhila Vipin Chethuthozhilali 
Union (C. I. T. U.) P. O. Nayarambalam , 

Ernakulam . 
7. Shri K. P. Stanly , 

Cnnanore Range Chethuthozhilali Union , ( C.I.T. U.) 
P. O. Cannanore . 

By order of theGovernor, 
U. MAHABALA RAO , 

Secretary. 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Lacal Administration & Social Welfare ( L ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. 706 /73/LA & SWD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 13th April 1973 . 
S. R.O.No. 280 /73.- In exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section 
(2) of section 62 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 (32 of 1960) the 
Government of Kerala after consulting the Kongad and Mundur Panchayats 
hereby exclude from the operation of the said Act, the public- road specified 
in the schedule below which is vested in the said Panchayats. 

SCHEDULE 
Name of District-- Palghat. 

Name of Taluk - Palghat. 
3 . Name of Villages - Kongad I and Mundur II (Kunjikulam Amsom ). 
4 : Name of Panchayats - Kongad and Mundur. 
-5 , Name of road - Koagad - Kanhikulam road . 
6. Length of the road - 6.220 Km . 
7. Widih of the road - 6 metres (Average ). 
8. Important places it connects and places at which starts and ends 

Kongad -Kanhikulam . It siarts from Kongad and ends at 
Kanhikulam connecting the Nundur Perinthalmanna road 
with Palghat - Calicut Trunk road . 

By order of the Governor, 
ZACHARIA MATHEW , 

Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This note is not part of the Notification but is intended to indicate 
ita gentral purport.) 

As per G. O. Rt. 1163/72 /PW dated 1-9.1972 the road in question has 
been transferred to P.W.D.Irom the Kongad and Mundur Panchayats for 
improvements. This notification is published for excluding the road trum tho 
operation of the Kerala Panchayats Act 1960 . 
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Soction iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works (Transport - B ) Depatment 

NOTIFICATION / 
G. O. (P ) No. 57/PW /73 . 

Dated, Toandrum , 21st March 1973 . 
S.R.O.No. 281/73. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 
(1) and clause (e) of sub-section (2) of Section 68 of the Motor Vehicles Act, 
1939 (Central Act 4 of 1939 ), the Government of Kerala hereby make the 
following amendment to the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961, the same 
having been previously published as required by sub-scetion (1) of Section 
133 of the said Act, namely: 

AMENDMENT 
In the said Rules , in item (k ) of clause (ii) of sub -rule (5) of rule 329- B , 
the following shall be added at the end, namely : 

" The said table exhibited shall be in English as well as in 
Malayalam " . 

By order of the Governor, 
V. DAMODARA MENON , 

Joint Secretary 
Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to bring out the 
main purport). 

The Committee on Subordinate Legislation in its Fourth Report sugges 
ted that the fare tables to be exhibited in Tourist Taxis should be both in 
English and in Malayalam so as to enable the tourists from outside as well as 
from Kerala also to understand the fare. The amendment is proposed to 
achieve the above object. 


G. 653 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Development ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. MS. No. 51 /73 /DD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 10th April 1973. 
S. R. O. No. 282/73 — In exercise of the powers conferred hy sub -section 
( 1) of Section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968, (19 of 1968), read 
with section 3 thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby make the following 
further amendments to the Special Rules for the Kerala Fisheries Subordi 
nate Service, issued in G. O. ( P ) No. 225 /67 /PD dated the 19th July , 1967 
and published in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 30 dated the 1st August, 
1967 , namely: 

AVENDYZNTS 
In the Annexure to the said rules , in column (2 ), “ Qualification " 

( 1) in the entries under the sub-heading " For direct recruitment" 
against categories 1, 2 and 3 , the following shall be added , namely : 

" OR 
the post-graduate Associate Diploma awarded by the Central Institute 
of Fisheries Education , Bombay " . 

(2 ) in the catries under the sub- heading " For direct recruitment 
against category 9 (a ), the following note shall be added , namely : 
" Note: - The post-graduate Associate Diploma awarded by the Central 

Institute of Fisheries Education , Bombay shall be treated as 
sufficient alternative qualification for posts in this category 
bequiring a post-graduate degree in Zoology ." 

Do poder of the Governor, 
T.K. ABOULLA , 

Secretary . 
Esplanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the notification but is intended to 
indicate its goneral purport). 

This amendment has become necessary due to the inclusion of the 
post-graduate Associate Diploma issued by the Central Distitute of Fisheries 
Baucation , Bombay as an alternative qualification for appointment to the 
posts of Research Assistants and Research Officers for whatale a degree of 
M. Sc. is previoribed as gulbifiontion for dritt rekrutterent. 


G. OTC. 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public (Political - C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.MS. No. 107173/ PD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 21st April 1973. 
S. R. O. No. 283 /73. - In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub 
section (i) of Section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968) 
read with Section 3 thereof the Government of Kerala hereby make the 
following amendment to the SpecialRules published under G. O. (P ) 281/ 
Public (Rules) Department dated the 2nd September 1967 in Part I of the 

Kerala Gazette No. 36 , dated the 12th September 1967 as subsequently 
• amended , namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said Special Rules, for note (i) under Sub-rule (i) of Rule 2 the 
following shall be substituted , namely : 
“ NOTE :-(i) Appointment by transfer and direct recruitment shall 
be made in the ratio of 1 : 2 commencing with transfer " . 

By order of the Governor, 
G. BHASKARAN NAIR , 

Special Secretary. 


G. 673 . 
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PART 1 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration & Social Welfare (G ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. ( Rt ) No. 661 /73/ LA &SWD . Dated , Trivandrum , 5th April 1973 

" s , R .: 0. No. 285/ 73. - In exercise of the powers confered by hub. 
section (2 ) of Section 62 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 (32 of 1960 

he Government of Kerala with Athe concurrence of the Ayalur Panchayat 
hereby exclude from the operation of the said Act the 1 nds of Thiruvazhiyad 
Village, Chittur Taluk, Palghat Distrit detailed below an ) ves ed with the 
Ayalur Panchayatmeasuring the exterit noted against each , be ihe same, 
A little more or less and registered in the accounts as poras: boke land . 

District - Palghat. 
Taluk - Chittur. 

Villag - Thiruvazhiyad. 
Survey Extent 

Boundari s 
No. 

North West South 

Last 
-1 147/10 0 0810 1147/7, 8, 9 1147/2 2 6 & 1242 

1148. 
11482, 0 : 1295 1148,3 306 & 1 147.241 

1148j3. 
114917 0 : 0385 306 - 

114913 , 5 149/2 

211 
150/5 0 : 0971 1150/1 . 1150,3 306 

242 
എസ്. ആർ. ഒ നമ്പർ 28573. 1960 - ലെ കേരള പഞ്ചായത്ത് ആക്റാ " 
(1960 - ലെ 32 ) 62 -ാം വകുപ്പ്. (2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു മൂലംനൽകപ്പെട്ട ദധിക: മ 
ങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറ്, അയച്ചു . പഞ്ചായത്തി ൻറ സമ്മത 

ത്തോടുകൂടി താഴെ വിവരിക്കുന്നതും പാലക്കാടു ജില്ല , ചിറ്റൂർ താലൂക്ക് 
തിരുവഴിയാടു വില്ലേജിൽപ്പെട്ടതും അ ലൂർ പഞ്ചാ z : ൽ നിക്ഷിപ്ത 
, മായതും ഓരോന്നിനും മതിരെ പറയുന്ന അല്പം കുറവോകൂടുതലോവരാവുന്ന 
"വിസ്തീർണ്ണം അളവുളളതും, പുറമ്പോക്ക് ഭൂമിയായി കണക്കിൽ 19 സ ററർ 

ചയ്തിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി പ്രസ്തുത ആക്ററിന്റെ പ്രവർത്തനപ് . ധിയി ൽ 
നിന്നുംഇതിനാൽ ഒഴിവാക്കിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 

ജില്ല പാലക്കാട് .. 
താലൂക്കം- ചിറയൂർ. 

വില്ലേജ് - തിരുവഴിയാട്. 
s 
സർവ്വ വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 

അതിരുകൾ 
മ്പർ വടക്ക് കിഴക്ക് 

പടിഞ്ഞാറ് 
47/10 0 : 0810 1147/7, 8 , 9 .1147/ 2 . 206 & 12: 2 

1118 
1 482 0 :1295 1148/3 306 & 1147 24 ) 

i : 48/3 
0 :0385 306 1149/3 , 5 1149/2 

-241 
i50/ 5 0 : 0971 1150/1 1150/3 

242 
By Order of the Governor, 
ZACHARIA MATHEW , 

Skcretary. 
0,4. 

[ . 1. o 


! 


ചെക്കു 


4917 


. 306 


Explanatory Note 
This is not part of notification . But is intended to indicate the general 
purport. Th : Ayalur Panchayat in whom the above piece of land vests, has 
agreed to transfer the same to the P. W. (1) Department for formation of 
- Block X of Department Bank Canal of Pothundy Project. 

വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
ഇത് പരസ്യത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല. എന്നാൽ പൊതു ഉദ്ദേശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കു 
ന്നതിന് ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചുള്ളതാണ്. . മേൽപറഞ്ഞ ഭൂമി അയലൂർ പഞ്ചായത്തിൽ 
നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിരിക്കുന്നതും പ്രസ്തുത പഞ്ചായത്ത് അത് പോത്തുണ്ടി 
പദ്ധതി ഇടതുകരത്തോട് X-ാം ബ്ലോക്ക് നിർമ്മിക്കുന്നതിന് പൊതുമരാമത്ത് 
(ജലസേചന വകുപ്പിന് കൈമാററം ചെയ്തുകൊടുക്കുന്നതിന് സമ്മതിച്ചിരി 
കുന്നതുമാകുന്നു . 
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PARTI 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Edụcation (G ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G , O. ( P ) No. 63/ 73 /Edn. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 24th April 1973 . 
S. R. O. No 286 /73. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section 
(1) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968) 
the Government of Kerala hereby prescribe the following qualifications and 
method of appointment in respect of the post of Mechanic in Textile 
Cheroistry, in Government Polytechnics, namely: 

Qualifications 
I. For promotion : 

1 , S. S. L. C. or equivalent; 
2. Diploma in Textile Technology recognised by Kerala Govern 
ment. 

OR 
(a ) Certificate in Textile Technology , awarded by the Commis 

sioner for Government Examinations after 2 years course of 

study in Polytechnics or equivalent ; and 
(b ) Three years service in the feeder category: 
II. For Direct Recruitment : 

1. S. S. L. C. or equivalent; and 
2. Diploma in Textile Technology recognised by Kerala Govern 

OR 
In the absence of candidates with the above qualification , 
1. S. S. L. C. or equivalent ; and 
2.* Certificate in Textile Technology awarded by the Commis 

sioner för Government Examinations after two years colurse of 

study in Polytechnic or equivalent . 
Method of appointment : 

By promotion from the category of Skill d Assistants II Grade 
in the Textile Branch of Government Polytechnic ; 

OR 
In the absence of suitable persons for promotion , by direct 

recruitment. 
G. 714 


ment. 


Age for diect recruitment : 

Minimum 19 years and Maximum . 31 years with usual relax 
ation as per rules . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. K. UMASHANKAR , 

Secretary . 
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Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration & Social Welfare 
(Municipal and Panchayat Special) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (MS) 185 /73 /LA & SWD . 


Dated, Trivandrum , 26th April 1973 . 
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S. R. O.No. 287/73. - In exercise of the 

powers conferred by 
sub -section ( 1) of section 142 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 
( 32 of 1960) and at the request of the Udma Panchayat contained in its 
resolution No. 465 dated 9-2-1971 , the Government of Kerala , hereby 
declare that the provisions of the law relating to Municipalities mentioned 
in the schedule below shall be extended to and be in force in the Udma 
Panchayat area in Cannanore District with effect from 25-5-1973 . 

SCHEDULE 
Chapters IX and X and sections 355 and 359 of the Kerala Munici 
palities Act, 1960 (14 of 1961). and the pro -isions regarding penalties 
specificd in schedules V and VI to the said Act for contravention of sections 
196 , 197, 202 , 204 , 205 , 207, 209 to 213, 215 , 216 , 218 to 221 , 224 to 227 
and 245 and the Kerala Municipal Building Rules 1968. 

By order of the Governor, 
ZACHARIA MATHEW , 

Secretary 
Explanatory Note 
( This note is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate its 
general purport) . 

The Udma Panchayat has requested that the Building Regulations 
under the Municipalities Act may be extended to the Udma Panchayat 
area . This notification is intended to achieve the above object. 


G. 719, 


Section 1 
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PARTI 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Agriculture (Agri.) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. G. O. (P ) 142 /73/Agri. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 23rd April 1973. 
S. R. O. No. 288 /73. - In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 6 
of the Kerala Land Development Act, 1964 (17 of 1964) the Governmentof 
Kerala hereby constitute for each of the districts specified in column ( 1) of 
the Schedule below a District Land Development Conmittee consisting of 
the non -officialmembers specified against each in column (2 ) thereof and the 
following official members, namely : 

1. The Collector of the District (Chairman ) 
2. The District Soil Conservation Officer (Secretary ) 

3. The Divisional Officer or Officers having jurisdiction in the 
district and 

4. The Executive Engineer or Engineers in charge of irrigation in the 
district. 


THE SCHEDULE 


Districts 


Non-official members 


(1) 


(2 ) 


Trivandrum 


1. Shri B. Raja Raman Nair , 

LekshmiNivas Hill , 

Pachalloor, Trivandrum . 
2. Shri M.Kunjukrishna Pillai, M. L. A., 

Mangalassery, Mithirmala 

via Kallara, Trivandrum District. 
3. Shri V. Govindan Nair ( President, 

Nanniyode Panchayat) , 
Chandrikavilasathu Veedu , Plavara, 

Pacha P. O. Palode . 
4. Shri D. Vivekanandan , 

Advocate , Neyyattinkara . 


G.699 


2 . 


Palghat 


( 2 ) 
1. Shri Olappamanna Subramanion 

Namboodirippadu , Palghat. 
2. Shri K. A. Sivaramabharathy, M. L. A., 

Chittur. 
3. Shri R. Krishnan , M.L. A., 

Alathur . 
4. Shri Sukumaran , 

Karalmanna ( via ) 
Cherplacherry . 

By order of the Governor , 
P. G.MURALIDHARAN , 

Secretary . 
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PART III 

Government"Brennen College, Dharmadam , Tellicherry 

PROSPECTUS FOR THE ACADEMIC YEAR " 1973-74 
No. B2. 440/73. 

18th April 1973 
The College will re-open in June 1973. 

Classes for the Senior M. A. & the Second B. A./B.Sc . Students will 
begin on the reopening date. The remaining Senior Classes will commence 
after the University Examination . 

1- Courses of Study 
The following courses of study of the University of Calicut are offered 
in the College. 

(A ) PRÉ - DEGREE ( Two Years) 
Part I (i) English 

( ii) Malayalam , Sanskrit, Hirdi, Arabic or Urdu . 
Part II (i) (a) Mathematics, Physics and Chemistry . 

(b Physics, Chemistry and Biology. 
(c ) Indian History, World Hist ry and Lngic. 

(d ) Indian History, World History and Economics. 
(ii) General Science /Social Studies/Basic Mathematics. 

( B ) B.A./B.Sc. (GENERAL ) DEGREE (Three Years) . 
Part English 
Part II Malayalam , Sanskrit, Hindi, Arabic o : Urdu . 
Part III 
B. A. Group 

(i) History (Main )—Political Science and Logic (Subsidi- 

aries) 
( iii) Economics (Main )-Political Science and Modern 

- Indian History ( Subsidiaries) 
( iv ) (a) English Language and Literature , British History 

and Political Science (Subsidiaries) 
(vi) (b ) Malayalam Language and Literature . Sanskrit 

(Subsidiary) 
(vii) Urdu Islam c History. 
( viii) Arabic & Islamic History (Double Main ) 
(ix) Jindi Language and Literature (Sanskrit or Indian 

History (Muslim Period ) Subsidiary. 

-(x) Sanskrit Language and Literature. 
B. Sc . Group 

( Mathematics (Main), Physics and Statistics (Subsidi 

aries) 
( ii ) Physics (Main )-Mathematics and Chemistry ( Subsidi 

aries) 
G.671 ) 
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(iii) Chemistry (Main ) -Physics and Mathematics (Subsidi 

aries ) 
(iv) Botany (Main ) - Chemistry and Zoology (Subsidiaries ) 
(v) Zoology (Mai ) -Chemistry and Botany (Subsidiaries) 

(C ) M.A. DEGREE . 
( 1 ) Branch II History. 
(2 ) Malayalam . 

II . Admission 
( 1) Applications for admission to the Junior classes should be made in 
printed formswhich shall be obtained from the college office on payment 
either by cash or by chalan of a registration fee of Rs. 2 (Rupees two only ) 
each per application . This amount should be remitted into a Government 
treasury or a branch of the state Bank of India in Kerala to the Head of 
Account " XXII Edn . A Unit (a ) Fecs- Government Arts College" 
specifying the course for which the application is sought. The chalan 
should be produced in the College Office. 

Application forms may also be obtained by post by sending M. O. for 
Rs. 3.20 indicating on the coupon the course for which the application is : 
sought. A self addressed cover should be sent. 

(2) Applications for the various cou ses should reach the college office 
within ten days after the date of application of the results of the respective 
qualifying examinations. Applications ieceived after the prescribed date 
will be considered only in the absence of suitable candidates among those 
who applied in time (Students who wish to get acknowledgement of applica 
tion formsare requested to enclose a post card duly addressed and stamped ) . 

(3 ) Applications should be legibly fiiled in and be completed all details. 
In complete and/or illegible applications are liable to be rejected . 

(4 ) Marks secured by the applicant at the qualifying examination should 
be carefully entered in the application form in the space provided and must 
be attested by the Headmaster of the High School or a Gazetted Officer with 
their designation and seal. Original mark list must rot be sent with the 
application . 
(5) Applicants should satisfy the following age rules. 
Course 

Age rule. 
(1 ) Pre-Deg ec Candidates should have attained the age of 

14 years on the Ist day of October of the year of 

admission . 
( 2) B.A. Candidates should have 

attained the age of 
16 years on 

the 

15th July of the year of 
..dmission . 
( 3) B.Sc. Canidates should have attained the age of 16 

years on the 15th july of the year of admission . 
Excinption from the operation of the age rule will notbe granted . 
Candidateswho do not satisfy the rules will not therefore be admitted to 
the University Course of study. 


5 ( a ) 
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(6) Admission to the Degree Course isopen only to candidates who have 
passed the Pre-Degree Examination . Applicants who have passed similar 
Examinatio is should produce proof of having undergone 12 years of 
institutional study. Those candidates who 

have 

not taken basic 
Mathematics under part II (ii) General Education (For Pre-Degree Biology 
Group ) will not be admitted to I year B.Sc. Physics & Chemistry Courses . 

Admission to M. A. Classes will be strictly on merit basis. 

Change of group will notbe permitted as and when the students prefer. 
A student who applies for Mathematics Main and selects Physics or 
Chemistry as his Ist and 2nd choices will not be permitted to apply for 
Economics, History etc. when the selection is in progress. In such cases 
they should apply a resh . 


33 


III . Fees 
(7) Fees at the following rates (subject to change) are payable by all 
students of the college . 
(i) Tuition fees (in 8 iostalments) 
Pre- Degree Class 

Rs. 124 per annum in 8 instalments 
B. A./B. Sc. class 

Rs. 144 
M. A. Degree Class Rs. 160 
The first instalment of tuition fees must be paid on the date of admission 
together with the special and other fees as below . 
(ii) Special fees: 
a ) Admission 

Rs. 10 at the time of admision . 
( b ) Library 

Rs. 2 per annum 
(c) Stationery 

Rs. 3 
(d ) Sports 

Rs. 7 

(for men ) 
R. 5 

(for women ) 
(e) Medical Inspection Rs. 2 

(for I PDC , IDC 
IIIDC and IPG 

students ) 
Calendar 

Re . 1 
Laboratory 

Rs. 10 

(for Main subject) 
(B. Sc. Course except Mathematics Rs. 5 (for each subsidiary . 

subject) 
(h ) Magazine 

Rs. 3 
(i) A : sociation 

Rs. 2 
(1) Visual Education Re, 1 
Students Aid Fund Re. 1 

Voluntary Subscri 
(1) Co-operative Society 
membership . 

Rs. 2 


23 
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ption . 


(iit) University Fees 

(a ) Sports Affiliation Re . 1 
(b ) Matriculation Rs. 10 (for Pre-Degree students & 
Recognition 

Rs. 10 for all students who have 

passed the examination of 
other Universities equivalent 
to the qualifying examina 
tion of Calicut University) . 
Candidates who have passed 
their qualifying Examinations 
from Kerala University need 
not remit: the recognition 
Fees but should submit the 
Matriculation Forms duly 
filled in , which can be had 
from the college office . 

Candidates who have 
been registered as matri 
culates of Kerala University 
after July 1968 should remit 

the Matriculation Fee . 
( ii ) Uni: Union Fee Re. 1 

( Per annum ) 
( iv ). Caution Deposit 

Library Laboratory Total 
Pre-Degree 

Rs. 20 

Rs. 20 Rs. 40 
B. A. Rs. 25 

Rs. 25 
B. Sc. 

Rs. 25 

Rs. 25 Rs. 50 
M.A. Rs. 25 

Rs. 25 
IV Concessions 
(8 ) No fees of any kind will be collected from students belonging to 
Scheduled castes and the Scheduled tribes. The entries in the S. S. L. C 
bookswill be considered as proof of the community of such students . 

(9) Students belonging to other backward classes and other eligible 
communities, and converts should produce certificates 

regarding their 
nativity, community and income (specifying their native area viz . old 
T. C area or old Malabar area, and their Sub - caste) from the Tahsildar 
concerned with the other certificates required by the college at the time of 
their admission . Only bona fide students of Kerala State are eligible for 
this concession . 

(10 ) . Candidates claiming full fee concession should submit their applica 
tion in the prescribed forms. Candidates who do not adhere to the above 
instructions will have to pay the entire fees at the timeof admission . The 
caste and income and nativity certificates should not be attached with the 
application for admission . 
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V. College Hostel 
(11) It is obligatory for every student who is not living with his/her 
parents to reside in the hostel. if, however , a student fails to get admission 
to the hosteldue to want of accommodation he/she may reside in a lodging 
approved by the Principal. The application for admission to the college 
hostels must be made in the prescribed form available from the hosteloffice. 

VI. N. C. C. 
(12) N. C. C. Training is compulsory to all able bodied men students of 
the Pre -Degree Course. 


Government Brennen College , 
Dharmadam , Tellicherry . 


K. C. PAILY, 

Principal. 


G.67/J 
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PART IIIGOVERNMENT TRAINING COLLEGE, TELLICHERRY 

B. ED . COURBE 1973-74 

Instructions to Applicants 
1. Applications are invited in the prescribed forin for selection to the 
B. Ed. Courie 1973-74 . 

The form and prospectus can be obtained from the College Office on 
payment of Rs. 2 in cash or by Money Order (Pystal Order, chflans etc. 
will not be accepted ). Those who send M.O. should enclose a self -addressed 
long envelope with stamps worth 35 paise affixed along with the letter of 
request for application form . 

The application duly filled in should reach the Principal, Government 
Training College, Tellicherry not later than 5 p.m.on 30-5-1973. Applicant s 
from Pondicherry State should send their applications through the Director 
of Public Instruction , Pondicherry . 

-2 . Candidates have passed the Degree Examination in Sep mber 
1972 or earlier alone need apply . 

3 . Candidates with physical infirmity like loss of sight, loss of hearing, 
etc., will not be eligible for admission to the course.. 

4. Address:--The address «hould specify in addition to the usual 
particulars, the Municipal/ Panchayat/Census number of the "house and the 
name of the District . 

5. Qualifications:-- The minimum qualification for admission to the 
B. Ed. Course is a Degree of one of the Universities in Kerala or a Degree of 
any other University recognised by the Syndicate of any of the Universities 
in Kerala as equivalent thereto , with 40 % in Part III or IV (Main and sub 
sidiaries together) for forward communities and 37 % for candidates from 
Backward Classes, Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes . Minimum 
marks will not be insisted upon in the case of M.A./M.Sc./B.A . (Hons.)/ 
B.Sc.(Hons.) candidates . Candidates who entered service as teachers in a 
Government or Aided School on a date prior to 21-9-196 + and have approved 
teaching service upto March , 1973 are exempted from minimum marks 
(according to G.O.(P ) 55/69 /Edn. dated 27-1-1969) . 

6. Upper age limit: -- For caifdidates belonging to Forward Communi 
ties 30 years as on 1st July , 1973 j. e . they should be born on or after 
2-7-1943. 

For candidate belonging to Other Backward Classes 33 years as on 
1-7-1973 (i. e. they should be candidates born on or after 2-7-1940) , 

For candidates belonging to Scheduled Castes/ Scheduled Tribes there 
is no upper age limit . 

Candidates who entered service as teachers in Government or Aided 
Schools on a date prior to . 11-2-1963 and have approved teaching service 

G. 68 /J. 
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upto March 1973 will be exempled from the upper age limit. 

In tlie case 
of those who entered service as teachers in Government or Aide:l Schools 
on or after 11-2-1963 and who have approved teaching service upto March 
1973 the upper age limit will be relaxed to the extent of their approved 
teaching service : 

In the case of Ex -service men , the upper age limit is relaxable to the 
extent of the period they served in the Defence Force: 

7. Choosing Optional Subjects for the Course:-- Candidates will have to offer 
as optional subjects Methods ofteaching appropriate to the subjects they 
have studied as subjects for their Degree Course or Post-Graduate Two 
subjects have to be offered of which onemust be the main subject studied 
for the Degree Course or the Post-Graduate Course . The following groups 
of Optional Subjects are offered in this College. 

1. Malayalam & Physical Science 
2. Malayalam & Natural Science 
3 . Malayalam & Mathematics 
4. Malayalam & History 
5. English & Physical Science 
6. English & Natural Science 
7. English & Mathematics 
8. English & History 
9 , Mathematics & Physical Science 

10. Physical Science & Natural Science 
8. Certificates:-Forms of Certificates in proof of Community and 
Nativity , Teaching Service, Service in Defence Forces and Dependents on 
personnel in Defence Service are given in page 3 of the application form . 
Certificates appropriate to prove the claimsof the applicants should be got . 
duly filled in and signed by the Officers specified . 

9. Late applications and defective and incomplete applications will be 


rejected.com 


2:19 . The selection of candidates will be made on the basis of merit 
subject to the instructions issued by the higher authorities for ranking the 
applicants and observing the rules regarding reservations. 

11. Candidates should present themselves for an interview at their own 
,expense , if provisionally selected . 

12. Candidates should produce the original documents at the time of 
interview , if provisionally selected for admission . 

13. The Principal reserves the right to reject any candidate if found 
unfit during the interview . 

14 Candidates selected for admission will have to join the College 
immediately paying the following fees . Those belonging to Scheduled Castol 
Scheduled Tribes Other Eligible Community and Other Backward 
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Community will be given educational concession asusual on production of 
nccessary income, community and nativity certificates. 
Admission fee 

RS 10 
Tuition fee for the 1st term 

Rs. 50 
Library fee 

Rs. 2 
Health fee 

Re. 1 
Calendar fee 

Re. 
Special fees Games fee 

Rs. .7 
Manual Training fee 

Re. 
Excursion fee 

Rs. 

8 
Magazine fee 

Rs. 3 
College day and College Association 

Rs. 4 
Audio Visual Education fce 

Rs. 2 
Affiliation fee for Inter- Collegiate 
Tournament 

Re. 
• Affiliation fee for College Union 

Re. 1 
Library Caution deposit (to be refunded 
at the end of the course ) 

Rs. 25 
Total 

Rs. 116 
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* The rates of fees are subject to revision. 

15. Men candidates whose residences are outside a radius of 16 k.m. 
from Tellicherry should prepared to stay in the College Hostel, and remit 
the following fees at the time of admission . 
Admission fce 

Re. 
Caution deposit 

Rs. 100 


Total 


Rs. 101 


Women Students should reside in approved lodges, as there is no hos.cl 
for women at present. 

(Sd.) 
Govt. Training College, 

Principal. 
Tellicherry : 
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Kerala Gazette No. 19 dated oth May 1973 . 
PART I 
Maharaja s College (Evening ) Ernakulam , Cochin - 11 

PROSPECTUS 1973-74 
No. EA / 73-74 . 

77th April 1973.. 
The college is affiliated to the University of Kerala . 

The collego reopens for senior classes 1-6-1973 unless otherwise 
ordered by the Government. 

Applications are invited for admission to the I year of the Three year 
B. A. Evening Course so as to reach the Principal, Maharaja s College, 
Ernakulam not later than 25-7-1973 . Applications for admission should 
be made in the prescribed form which can be had from the college office 
on payment of a sum of Rs. 2 in cash being the cost of the form if the form is 
taken from the office in person or by sending an uncrowd postal order 
for Rs. 2 together with sufficient postal stamps for sending the application 
form by registered post .. Money orders and crossed postal orders will not 
be accepted . While sending postal orders, the full address to which the 
form has to be sent should be clearly given . 

. 
Applications incompletely filled up are liable to be rejected . 

Original mark list and certificates ( including S. S. L. C.) will have to 
be produced at the time of interview and they shall not be sent with the 
application forms. Candidates who apply for admission within the speci 
fied time will be interviewed on 28-7-1973 at 5 p . m . at the Principal s office . 
No separate intimation will be issued regarding the interview . 

ELIGIBILITY FOR ADMISSION 
1 . Candidates who have passed the Pre-Degree or Pre-University 
Examination of the University ofKerala or any other equivalent examinations 
will be admitted to the First Degree class of the Evening Course. 

2 . Admission will be strictly nestrictea to those persons who are 
employed . A certificate from the employer showing the employment and its 
details and his no objection to the candidates taking to the Evening course 
should be produced at the time of interview besides the T , C. and conduct 
certificate from the institution last attended . 

3. The Principal reserves to himself the right io reject any application 
without assigning reasons. 

COURREO STUDY 
1. History Main 
2. Economics Main 
3. Politics Main 
4. Philosophy Main 
5. Malayalam Main 

6. Hindi Man 
Regular classes for I B. A. will start on 1-8-1973 


G. 69 /J . 
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Fees as detailed below will be collected from all the students except 
Scheduled Castes and Schcouled Tribes students . 
1. Annual tuition fers Rs. 150 to be paid in 10 equal 

instalments. 
-2 . Admission fees 

Rs. 10 at the time of admission , 
3. Library fees 

Rs. 2 

do . 
4. Stationery fees 

Rs. 3 

do . 
5. Calendar fec 

Re. 1 

do . 
6. Magazine fee 

Rs. 3 ? 

do . 
7. Association fee 

Rs. 2 

do . 
8. Medical inspection fees Rs. 2 

do . 
9. University Union fee 

Ke. 1 

do . 
Students belonging to the Schedule i Castes and Scheduled Tribes 
should produce a certificate of nativity anl community from a Revenue 
Officer not below the rank of Tahsildar , if these are not entered in their 
S , S.L. C. book . 

WORKING HOURS AND TOTAL NUMBER ON WORKING DAYS 
The working hours of the Evening College will be from 5.45 p.m. to 
8.45 p.m. divided into three periods of one hour each everyday . There 
will be a minimum of 225 working days and a maximum of 250 working 
days every year. 

Those who do not secure 75 % of the attendance during the year will 
not be eligible for promotion or for being sent up for the University 
Examinations. 
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Maharaja s College (Evening) 

Ernakulam , Cochin -11. 


K. X. JOHN, 

Principal. 


1. Head s 


Kerala Gazette No. 19 dated 8th May 1973. 
PART MI 

NOTIFICATION 
No. SS/6 /73. 

8th May 1973. 
The following is the Select List as approved by the Governmcat in 
G.O. Rt. 980 /73 /S . Edn . dated 7-5-1973 of Officers for promotion to the 
category of : 

of High and Training Schools . 
1. Smt. Geralda Jacob 
2. Smt. V.M.Kaumudi 
3. Sri A. Jamaludeen 
4. Sri M.P. Madhavan 
5. Smt. B. SeethalekshmiAmma 
6. Sri K.E. Mathew 
7. Smt. Phoebe Thamkom Manuel Awkeela 
8 : Sri P.M.Mathai 
9 . Smt. Mariam C. Mashew 
10. Sri M.R.Govindankutty Nair 
11. Sri C.P. Ramadasa Menon 
12. Sri P.R.Jayakumar 
13. Sri T. Sekhara Varier 
14. Sri K.S. Renganathan 
15. Smt. M.J. Sarojini Amma 
16. Smt. A Fathima Beevi 
17. Sri.K. Mohammedkutty 
18. Sri P. Andrew Fernandez 
19. Sri S. Peer Mohammed 
20. Smt. Mercy Fernandez 
21. Smt. K.K. Bhavani 
22. Smt. G. Sarojini 
23. Smt; G. Bharathy 
24. Sri P. Bharathan 
25. Sri K Gurudas . 
26 . Smt. K.P. Savithri 
27. Mrs. Chellamma K.George 
28. Smt. T.P. Sarasamm : 
29. Smt. K.R. Lalitha 
30. Sri C.P. Kochunny 
31. Sri T.O. Joseph 
32. Sri V. Harihara Iyer 
33. Sri T.P. Chandrasekharan Nan 
34. Smt. P. Kunbilakshiny Amina 
35. Smt. K : Sushila 
30. Smt. V. Rajam 

37. SriHydrosc Koa Thangal 
G , 771) , 


38. Smt. M. Subhadra 
39. Sint. Karthyayani Jaya Ram 

40. Sri K. Narayanan Namboodiripad 
2. Hindi Educatton Officer. 

w ** 1. Shri S. Thrivikrama Shenoi 
3. Senior Superintendents : 

1. Shri M.K. Thomas 
2. Shri S. Sankara Varier 
3. ShriK. Narayana Pillai 
4. Smt. K. G. Ambujakshi Amma 
5. Smt. P. Saraswathi Ammal 
6. Smt. P. Gomathi Ammal 
7. Shri N. Kumarankutty Menon 
8. Smt. K.K , Parvathy 

9. Shri K. Kesaya Pillai 
4. Deletion of Shri K.R. Krishnan from the Select List. 

The name of Shri K.R. Krishnan, will be deleted from the Select Lisa 
of Heads of High and Training Schools published in the Kerala Gazette 
No. 15 dated 114-1972. 

A.K. NARAYANAN NAMBIAR , 
Office of the Director of 

Director of Public Instruction & Convener, 
Public Instruction , 

Deparimental Promotion Committee. 
Trivandrum . 
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തിരുവിതാംകൂർ ദേവസ്വം കമ്മീഷണ ചെ പവററ് ചിററും. ല ഗവതി 
ക്ഷതഭരണത്തിന്മാനേജിംഗ് കമ്മിററിയെ നിയ മിക്കുന്നതു സംബന്ധിച്ച് 
തയാറാക്കിയ പാസീഡിംഗ്സ്: 

താറഴ വിവരിക്കുന്ന റിക്കാർഡുകൾ വായിച്ചു : 
1 . കിഴകാ കല്ലട പഞ്ചായത്തു (പസിയr13, ശ്രീ . ബി . പറന്പിള 

1-2-72 ൽ കേരളാ ദേവസ്വം വകുപ്പു മന്ത്രിക്ക്, ചിറുമ ക്ഷേ തം 
ഭ്യാണത്തിന് ഒരു മാറെ നിയമിക്കണ 1:1: 1 അ ദ്യർത്ഥിച്ചുകൊണ്ട 
കൊടുത്ത ഒരു അപേക്ഷയുടെ വകുപ്പ്. ഗവൺമൻറിൽ നിന്നും 
നമ്പർ 10836) എഫ്. 2. 72. RD നമ്പിൽ എഴുതിയ ലറ:ൾ സഹിതം 
വേണ്ട മേൽനടപടിക്കായി ബോർഡിലേക്കു അയച്ചതിന് പകർപ്പയക് 
ദേവം ബോർഡിൽനിന്നും ആർ. ഒ . സി . 496,721 ലാൻറു നമ്പരിൽ 
29-3-72 ൽ ദേവസ്വം കമ്മീഷണരു .15 റിമാർക്കിനായി അയച്ചിട്ടുള 

ഉത്തരവ്. 
2 . ദേവസ്വം ബോർഡില പ്രസ്തുത ഉത്തരവിൻമേൽ ഇവിടെനിന്നും 

ആർ. ഒ. സി . 830f72 ; ജി . ആർ. നമ്പരിൽ 3-4-72 ൽ കൊല്ലം ( മുപ്പു 

അസിസ്ററൻറുകമ്മീഷണർക്കു അയച്ച ഉത്തരവ്. 
3 . 7-10-72 ൽ കൊല്ലം അസിസ്ററൻറു കമ്മീഷണർ ഈ ആഫീസി :ലക്കം 

അയച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട്. 
4. - ആർ. ഒ . സി . 830 /72/ ജി . ആർ, നമ്പരിൽ ഇവിടനിന്നും 24-10-72 ൽ 

ദേവസ്വം ബോർഡിലേക്കു അയച്ച ലാ ർ , 
" 5. . ൽ നമ്പരിൽ 24-10-72 ൽ ഇവിടെനിന്നും ചൊല്ലം ഡി സ (ററി കററു 

കളക്റാർക്കു അയച്ച ലറക്ടർ . 
6 . മേൽ നമ്പര: ൽ ചൊല്ലം അസി: കമ്മീഷണർക്കു അയച്ച ഉത്തരവ്. 
7.. കൊല്ലം അസിസ്ററൻറു കമ്മീഷണർ 152025-10-72 നാവിൽ ഈ ആഫീ 

സിലേക്ക് അയച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട് : 
8. . ഇവിടെനിന്നും ആർ.ഒ, സി .-830721 ജ 5, ആർ. നമ്പരിൽ 26-10-72 ൽ 

ബോർഡിലേക്കു അയച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ട്. 
9. " ഇവിടെ നിന്നും" മേൽ നമ്പരിൽ 31-10-7.! ൽ കാല്ലം അസിസ്ററൻറു 

ക്ഷണ ക്കു അയച്ച ഉത്തരവ്. 
10. 

ദേവസ്വം ബോർഡിൽ നിന്നും ആർ. ഒ. സി. 316/721 ലാൻറു നമ്പറിൽ 

കാല്ലം താലൂക്കിൽ കിഴക്കേ കല്ലട പഞ്ചായത്തു അതൃത്തിയിൽ സ്ഥിതി 
ചെയ്യുന്നതും ചരിത്ര പ്രാധാന്യമുള്ളതുമായ ഒ രു ടെ (പവനു ക്ഷിതമാണ് 
മിററുമ ഗവതിക്ഷേ ( തം . പ്രസ്തുത ക്ഷേ 1 :ം ദുർഭരണംമൂലംനേപ്പാൾ 
നാശത്തി; ൻറ വക്കിലാണെന്നും, ക്ഷേ ത്തിലേക്കു കിടേണ്ട, 3 11 
കാമ്പൻസേഷൻ വകയിലുളള 64,000 രൂപാ ജൻമിക്കരം കാമ്പൻസേഷൻ ആഫീ 
സിൽ പിരിഞ്ഞിരിപ്പുണ്ടെന്നുംആരോകുമമായി ടി തുക ::3ങ്ങിടുന്നതിന് 

ശതിച്ചുവരുന്നുവന്നും, ആയതു കൊടുക്കാതിരിക്കുവാഭ 3 - 9: ൻ സഷൻ 
ആഫ : സർ വേണ്ട നിർദ്ദേശം കൊടുകാണമെന്നും ദേവസ്വംഭരണംനടത്തുന 
തിന്. ഒരു മാനേജരെ നിയമിക്കണമെന്നുംമററും അഭ്യർത്ഥിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് കൊല്ലം 
പഞ്ചായത്തു ( പസ ഡൻറ് 

( ശി . ബി . പരമേശ പിച്ചള 
1-2-72 ൽ കേരളാ ദേവസൂം വകുപ്പു മന്തിക്ക് ഒരു അപേക്ഷ അയച്ചതിൻറ 
G 24/ V 


കിഴക്കേ കല്ലട 
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പകർപ്പു ഗവൺ മെൻറിൽ നിന്നും14-2-72 ൽ 10836/ എഫ്. 2/72 ആർ. ഡി . 
നമ്പർ ലററർ സഹിതം ദേവസ്വം ബോർഡിലേക്കു അയക്കുകയും, ചിററുമല 
ക്ഷേ ( തം ഭരണത്തിന് ഒരു മാനേജരെ നിയമിക്കണമെന്ന അപേക്ഷയിൻമേൽ 
ആവശ്യമായ നടപടി സ്വീകരിക്കണെന്ന് അഭ്യർത്ഥിക്കുകയും ചെയ്തതനു 
". സരിച്ച്, പത്വായത്തു പ്രസിഡൻറിൻ അപേക്ഷ പകർപ്പും ഗവൺ മെൻറിലെ 
ലറററിനു പകർപ്പും ബോർഡിൽനിന്നും അഭിപ്രായത്തിനായി ആർ. ഒ. സി . 
896/ 72/ലാൻറു നമ്പരിൽ 29-3-72 ൽ ഈ +ആഫീസിലേക്കു അയക്കുകയും, 
(1 -ാം അക്കം റിക്കാർഡ്) തുടർന്നു ഈ പാസീഡിംഗ്സിന് ആസ്പദമായ 
നടപടികൾ ആരംഭിക്കുകയും ചെയ്തിട്ടുളളതാകുന്നു . 

കല്ലട പഞ്ചായത്തു പ്രസിഡൻറ് ശീ . ബി . പരമേശ്വരൻപിളളയുടെ ഹർജി 
യിൻമേൽ സമഗ്രമായ അന്വേഷണം നടത്തി റിപ്പോർട്ടു അയക്കു 51ാൻ ഇവിടെ 
നിന്നും 3-4-72 ൽ കൊല്ലം ഗ്രൂപ്പു അസി: കമ്മീഷണർക്ക് ( 2 -ാം അക്കം) നിർ 
ദ ° ദേശം കൊടുത്തു , എന്നാൽഅന്വേഷണംപൂർത്തിയാക്കി വിശദമായ റിപ്പോർട്ട് 
പിന്നീടു അയച്ചുകൊള്ളാമെന്നും, ദേവസ്വത്തിലേക്കു 60,000 രൂപയോളം 
ജൻസിക്കരം കാമ്പൻസേഷൻ പിരി ഞ്ഞിരിപ്പുളളത്, അനധിക്യതമായി ആരോ 
വാങ്ങിക്കുവാൻ ശ്രമിക്കുന്നുണ്ടെന്നും, അതു :- തടയുന്നതിനായി കൊല്ലം 
ഡിസ്( ററിക ° ററു കളക "ററർക്ക് എഴുതി അയക്കണമെന്നും കാണിച്ച് അസി: 
കമ്മീഷണർ അയച്ച റിപ്പോർട്ടിന്റെ അടിസ്ഥാനത്തിൽ (3 -ാം അക്കം) ഇവിടെ 
നിന്നും 24-10-72 ൽ കൊല്ലം കളക്ററർക്ക് “ ചിററുമല ക്ഷേത്രത്തിൽ ഭരണ 
ദൂഷ്യംഉണ്ടെന്നുളള ( ശീ , ബി . പരമേശ്വരൻപിളളയുടെപരാതിയിൻമേൽ1950 ലെ 
എച്ച്. ആർ. ഐ . . ആക്ററി Act XV അനുസരിച്ച് ഡിപ്പാർട്ടുമെൻറിൽ 
നിന്നും അന്വേഷണം നടത്തിവരികയാണെന്നും, അതിൻ) തീരുമാനംവരെ 
ടി ദേവസ്വം വക 

ജൻ കരം കാമ്പൻസേഷൻ തുക പിരി ഞ്ഞിരിപ്പുളളത് 
" ഉദ്ദേശം 60, 000 രൂ . ആർക്കും" കൊടുക്കാതെ നിറുത്തിവയ്ക്കണമെന്നും 
അഭ്യർത്ഥിച്ച് എഴുതി അയക്കുകയും, വസ തത ബോർഡിലേക്കു 
റിപ്പോർട്ടു ചെയ്യുകയും ചെയ്തിട്ടുള്ളതാണ്.. (4 -ാം അക്കം) 

കൊല്ലം കിഴക്കേകല്ലട പഞ്ചായത്തു പ്രസിഡൻറ് ശീ , ബി . പരമേശ്വരൻ 
പിളളയുടെഹർജിക്കു ആസ്പദമായ ചിറ്റുമല ക്ഷേത്രത്തെ സംബന്ധിച്ച് 
വിശദമായ അന്വേഷണം നടത്തി 25-10-72 ൽ 1520 -ാം നമ്പരിൽ കൊല്ലം അസി 
സ്ററൻറു കമ്മീഷണർ അയച്ചിട്ടുളള റിപ്പോർട്ടിൽനിന്നും ( 7 -ാം അക്കം) താഴെ 
വിവരിക്കുന്നവസ്തുതകൾ വെളിവാകുന്നു .. 

ചരിത പാധാന്യവും വളരെ പ്രശസ്തിയും ഉളളതും, അനവധി സ്വത്തു 
ക്കൾ ഉണ്ടായിരുന്നതുമായ ഒരു ഭഗവതിക്ഷേത്രമാണ് കിഴക്കേകെല്ലാപഞ്ചായത്ത് 
അരൂത്തിയിൽ സ്ഥിതിചെയ്യുന്ന ചിററുമല ഭഗവതിക്ഷേത്രം. 

കിഴക്കേകട, പടിഞ്ഞാറേകല്ലട എന്നീപഞ്ചായത്തുകളി ൽപ്പെട്ട 16 കരയിലെ 
എല്ലാ വി ഭാഗം ഹിന്ദുക്കൾക്കും ക്ഷേ ( ത പവേശന വിളംബരത്തിനു 
മുമ്പുതന്നെ ഈ ക്ഷേത്രത്തിൽ ചില അവകാശങ്ങളും, കൈകാര്യകതത്വവും 
ഉണ്ടായിരുന്നമായി അസി. കമ്മീഷണർ റിപ്പോർട്ടുചെയ്തിട്ടും 10° .. തിരുവിതാം 
കൂർ മഹാരാജാവു തിരുമനസ്സുകൊണ്ട് നാമനിർദ്ദേശം ചെയ്യുന്ന **വടയാററു 
യജമാനൻ എന്നറിയപ്പെടുന്ന ഒരു (ടസററിയാണ് ക്ഷേ തഭരണം നടത്തി 
വന്നത്. ഒടുവിൽ നാമിനററു ചെയ്യപ്പെട്ട ഭരണാധികാരിയായിരുന്ന കൊല്ലം 
(37)യത്തി ൽ പാമ്പിയി ൽ കുടുംബത്തിൽപ്പെട്ട ശ്രീ . വി ( കാൻ മാധവൻ മരിച്ചിട്ട് 
ഇപ്പോൾ ഏഴു വർഷമായി. 

മഹാരാജാവ് തിരുമനസ്സിലെ അധികാരങ്ങൾ 
നിറുത്തലാക്കിയതോടുകൂടി രാജകുടുംബത്തിൽനിന്നും ഇപ്പോൾ ആരേയും 
ഭരണത്തിന് നിയോഗിക്കാറില്ലെന്നും, ഒരു ഭരണകർത്താവിന്റെ അഭാവത്തിൽ 
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ക്ഷ (തത്തിലെ ദൈനംദിന കാര്യങ്ങൾ നോക്കുന്നത് ശാന്തിക്കാരനാണെന്നും, 
ഭര ണദൂഷ്യംഉണ്ടെന്നു മാത്രമല്ല - ഭരണംതന്നെ ഇല്ലാത്ത ഒരു അവസ്ഥയാണ് 
പസ്തുതക്ഷേതത്തിന് ഉളളതെന്നും, റിപ്പോർട്ടിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 

ഇപ്പോൾ ക്ഷേത്രത്തിലെ ദൈനംദിന കാര്യങ്ങൾ നടത്തിവരുന്ന ശാന്തിക്കാ 
രന്റെ ചുമതലയിൽ തന്നെയാണ് ക്ഷേ തത്തിലെ കഴകം, അടിച്ചുതളി 
ജോലികളും നടത്തിക്കുന്നത്. കാക പ്രവർത്തിക്ക് പ്രതിമാസം 50 രൂപായും. 
ശാന്തിക്ക് പതിമാസം 82.50 രൂപാ യും , പൂജാദികാര്യങ്ങൾക്ക് പ്രതിമാസം 
ഉദ്ദേശം 55 രൂപായും ചിലവുവരുന്നുണ്ടെന്നും ഈ തുകകൾ ദേവസ്വത്തിൽ 
കാണിക്കയും വഴിപാടും ഇനത്തിൽ കിട്ടുന്നതുകയിൽനിന്നും ചിലവാക്കുകയാ . 
ണെന്നും കാണുന്നു . 

ദേവസ്വം വകയായി ജൻമിക്കരംകൊണ്ട വസ്തുക്കളും പാട്ടവസ്തുക്കളും 
ഉളളതായി അന്വഷണത്തിൽ അറിയുന്നുവെങ്കിലും അവയുടെ നിജസ്ഥിതി 
മനസ്സിലാക്കുവാൻ കാലതാമസം വരുമെന്ന് അന്വേഷണം നടത്തിയ അസി: 
കമ്മീഷണർ റിപ്പോർട്ടു ചെയ്തിരിക്കുന്നു . 

ഒരു കാലത്ത് നല്ല നിലയിൽ ഇരുന്നിരുന്ന പ്രസ്തുത ക്ഷേത്രത്തിന്റെ 
( ശ്രീകോവിൽ മണ്ഡപം മുതലായവ ഇപ്പോൾ ജീർണിച്ച് ഇരിക്കുന്നു . 
ക്ഷേ തത്തിൻറ ജീർണോദ്ധാരണത്തിനുവേണ്ടി ഒരു ബാലാലയത്തിൽ 
പ്രതിഷ്ഠ നടത്തിയിട്ട് പത്തുകൊല്ലത്തിനുമേൽ ആയി എന്നും, അതിൻറ 
മുൻവശം ഒരു നടപന്തൽഉണ്ടെന്നും, സ്ഥിരം ശീകോവിലും, മണ്ഡപവും. 
ചുറ്റമ്പലവം എല്ലാം ഇടിഞ്ഞുപൊളിഞ്ഞ്കാടുപിടിച്ചുകിടക്കുകയാണെന്നും 
കാണുന്നു . പുന: (പതിഷ്o യും ജീർണോദ്ധാരണത്തിനുമായി ഉദ്ദേശം 
അൻപതിനായിരം രൂപയിൽ കൂടുതൽ വേണ്ടിവരുമെന്നാണ് കാണുന്നത്. 
( പധാന ദേപതയായ ഭഗവതികൂടാതെ ഉപദേവ മാരായി ശാസ്താവ്, ശിവൻ, 
യക്ഷി, മാടൻ എന്നീ പ്രതിഷ്ഠകൾ കൂടിയുണ്ട്. ദേവസ്വത്തിൽ രണ്ടു 
നേരവും പൂജയുണ്ടെന്നും, സ്ഥാവരവസ്തുക്കളുടെ ആദായം കൂടാതെതന്നെ 
ദേവസ്വത്തിലെ വഴിവാടും കാണിക്കയും കൊണ്ടു മാ ( തം " ക്ഷേത്രത്തിലെ 
ദൈനംദിനകാര്യങ്ങൾ നടത്തിക്കൊണ്ടുപോകുവാൻ സാധിക്കുന്നതാണെന്നും 
അസി.കമ്മീഷണർ റിപ്പോർട്ടുചെയ്തിട്ടുണ്ട്. 

ദേവസ്വം വസ്തുക്കളുടെ ആധാരകർതൃത്വം ചെങ്ങന്നൂർ പെരി ഞ്ഞനാട്ട് 
ചെമ്പകശ്ശേരിമൂസ്സതിന്ആയിരുന്നുവെന്നു ആണ്ടിനാ ൽ മീനമാസത്തിലും 
ഇടവമാസത്തിലും ആയി രണ്ടു ഉൽസവങ്ങൾ നടന്നിരുന്നുവന്നും, ദേവസ്വം 
ത്തിലെ തന്ത്രം കൊട്ടാരക്കരെ പവിതശ്വരത്തു ചെറുപായ ക മഠത്തിലേക്കാ 
ണെന്നും കാണുന്നുണ്ട്. ദേവസ്വം വസ്തുക്കളുടെആധ ര തത്വംമൂസ്സ 
തിന്എങ്ങിനെ സിദ ° ധിച്ചുവെന്ന് തിട്ടപ്പെടുത്തിയും ദേവസ്വം വസ്തുക്കളെ 
സംബന്ധിച്ച് വിശദമായ വിവരങ്ങൾ അറി ഞ്ഞും റിപ്പോർട്ടു ചെയ്യുവാൻ 
കൊല്ലം അസി: 

ക മ്മീഷണർക്ക് നിർദ്ദേശം കൊടുത്തിട്ടുണ്ട്. കൂടാതെ 
കിഴക്കേകല്ലട, പടിഞ്ഞാറ് കല്ലട എന്നീ പഞ്ചായത്തുകളിലുള്ള പതിനാറു 
കകളിലെ എല്ലാവിഭാഗം ഹിന്ദുക്കൾക്കും ക്ഷേ , പാവൽനത്തിനു മുമ്പു 

പസ "തുത ക ” 1(തത്തെ സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളും തുല്യ അവകാശ 
ങ്ങളും കകാര്യകതത്വവും ഉണ്ടായിരുന്നുവെന്ന് അസി. കമ്മീഷണർ റി 
പ്പോർട്ടു ചെയ്തിട്ടുളളത്. എന്തടിസ്ഥാനത്തിലാണെന്നുളളതിലേക്ക് വിശ 
ദീകരണ ം ആവശ്യപ്പെട്ടട്ടുണ്ട്. ക ° 4 ഷതം ഇരിപ്പുസ്ഥലം ഉദ്ദേശം ഏഴു 
ഏക്കറിൽ പരം വരുമെന്ന്റിപ്പോർട്ടു ചെയ്യപ്പെട്ടിരിക്കുന്നു . 
പുരാവസ്തു ഗവേഷകൻമാർ പ്രസ്തുത ക്ഷതം സന്ദർശിച്ചിട്ടു 
ന്ന് , ക " ഷേതത്തിന്റെ ജീർണാദ്ധാരണത്തിനു ആ ഡിപ്പാർട്ടുമെൻറിൽ 
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ദേവസ.. o 


നിന്നും സഹായധനം ലഭിക്കുവാൻ ഇടയുണ്ടെന്നും, ക്ഷേത്രം 
ബോർഡിൽനിന്നും മാറടുത്താൽ പതിനാറുകരയിലയും 

ഹിന്ദുക്കളെ 
സഹകരിപ്പിച്ച് ക്ഷേ തം പുനരുദ്ധരിക്കുവാൻ സാധിക്കുമെന്നും, ഭര ണം 
ഏററടുക്കുന്നതുകൊണ്ട് " ദേവസം ബോർഡിന സാമ്പത്തികമായി ഒരു 
ബാധ്യതയും ഉണ്ടാകുവാൻ ഇടയില്ലെന്നും ക്ഷേത്രത്തിൻറ സഥാവര 
വസ്തുക്കൾ എന്തുതന്നെ ആയാലും അതൊന്നും കണക്കാക്കാതെതന്നെ ദേവ 
സത്തിലെ വഴിപാടും കാണിക്കയും കൊണ്ട് രണ്ടുനേരവും പൂജ നടത്തിച്ചു 
കൊണ്ടുപോകുവാൻ സാധിക്കുമെന്നും അഭിപ്രായപ്പെട്ടും ക്ഷേ തരണം 
c ദേവസ്വംബോർഡിൽനിന്നും ഏ റെറടുക്കുന്നതിനുംകാഞ്ഞിരംകോട് ദേവസ്വം 
[ ശീതകാര്യക്കാരെമാനജറായി നിയമിക്കുന്നതിനും ശുപാർശ ചെയ്തുംഅസി: 
കമ്മീഷണർ റിപ്പോർട്ട് അയച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 

മേൽവിവരിച്ച പരിതസ്ഥിതികളിൽ, പ്രസ്തുതക്ഷേത്രത്തിലെ വഴിപാട്, 
കാണിക്ക ഇവയിൽനിന്നുമുളള വരുമാനം കൊണ്ട് ചിലവു നടക്കുമെന്ന് അസി; 
കമ്മീഷണറുടെറിപ്പോർട്ടിൽ നിന്നും കാണുന്നതുകൊണ്ടും, ഇപ്പോൾ . ഭരണക്കാര 
നില്ലാതെ അനാഥാവസ്ഥയിൽ സ്ഥിതിചെയ്യുന്ന മേൽപ്പടി.co ഷേതത്തിൻറ 
ഭരണം നടത്തുന്നതിന് ഒരാളിനെ നിയമിക്കണമെന്നു കാണിച്ച് കിഴക്കേ കല്ലട 
പഞ്ചായത്തു പസിഡൻറ് ശ്രീ . ബി . പരമേശ്വരൻപിളള ഗവൺമെൻറിൽ 
കൊടുത്ത (aid പേക്ഷയിൻമേൽ വേണ്ട നടപടി സ്വീകരിക്കണമെന്നു കാണിച്ച് 
ഗവൺമെന്ററിൽനിന്നും ദേവസ്വം ബോർഡില എഴുതി അയച്ച ലറററിന്റെ 
അടിസ്ഥാനത്തിലും ( ഒന്നാം അക്കം) ടി ക ° ഷേ (തത്തിന്റെ സുഗമമായ ഒരണ് 
ത്തിന് ഇപ്പോൾ ചുമതലപ്പെട്ടവരായി ആരുംതന്നെ ഇല്ലാതെ ക്ഷേതം ,അനാഥാ 
വസ്ഥയിലാണെന്ന് കാണുന്നതിനാലും ക്ഷേതഭരണത്തിന് മുൻ കമത്തിന് 
:- വട്യാററു യജമാനനെ നാമനിർദ്ദേശം ചെയ്യുന്നതിന് മഹാരാജാവ് തിരുമന 
സ്സിന് ഇപ്പോൾ അവകാശമില്ലാത്തതിനാലും; ക്ഷേതം• ഭരിക്കുന്നതിന 
ഉത്തരവാദിത്വപ്പെട്ടവരാരും ഇല്ലാതെ ക്ഷത വതിൽ ഭര ണമേ ഇല്ലാത്തതായ ഒ 
സ്ഥിതിവിശേഷമാകയാലും 1950 ലെ- 15 -ാം , ആക്ററായ ഹിന്ദുധർമ്മ 
സ്ഥാപന ആക്റം37 (2), 42 എന്നീവകുപ്പുകൾക്കു വിധേയമായി ടി ക്ഷേ 
തത്തിന്റെ ഭരണത്തിന് ഒരു മാനേജിംഗ് കമ്മിററിലെ ഒരു കൊല്ലത്തേക്കു 
നിയമിച്ച് കല്ലട പഞ്ചായത്തിലെ പതിനാറു കരകളിൽപ്പെട്ട ഹിന്ദുക്കൾ 
ഉൾപ്പെട്ട ടി കമിററിയുടെഉപദേശപാരം കാഞ്ഞിരം..ാടു ദേവസ്വം സബ് 
ഗ്രൂപ്പു ആഫീസർ കൺവീനറായി ക്ഷേത്ര ഭരണം നടത്തേണ്ടതാണെന്നും ടി 
ഭരണം വിജയ പദമാണെന്നും ക്ഷേ ത ത്തിലെ വരവുകൊണ്ടു ചിലവു നടക്ക 
ന്നതാണെന്നും ബാ B °ധ്യപ്പെടുന്ന പക്ഷം, -അപ്പോൾമാ തം ക്ഷേത്ര ഭരണം 
ഡിപ്പാർട്ടുമെന്ററിൽ നിന്നും ഏറെറടുക്കുന്ന സംഗതിയെപ്പറ്റി പരിഗണിച്ചാൽ 
മതിയാകുന്നതാണെന്നും അഭിപ്രായപ്പെട്ട " - ഇവിടെനിന്നും ആർ. ഒ. - സി . 
830/ 72/ ജി . ആർ. നമ്പരിൽ 26-10-72- ൽ ബോർഡിലേക്കു റിപ്പോർട്ട് അയച്ചിട്ടു 
ളളതും ( 8 -ാം അക്കം) അതിൻമേൽ ദേവസ്വം - ബോർഡിൽനിന്നും ആർ, ഒ . സി 
896;72; ല.ൻറ് നമ്പരിൽ 9-11-72 - ൽ (10 -ാം അക്കം) ഉണ്ടായ ഉത്തരവനുസരിച്ച് 
ചിറ്റുമല ക്ഷേ തത്തിൻറ. ഭരണം 19 )-ലെ 15 -ാം ആക്ററ് 37 ( 2 ), 42 എന്നീ 
വകുപ്പുകൾ അനുസരിച്ച് ഒരു കൊല്ലത്തേക്കു കല്ലട പഞ്ചായത്തിലെ 16 
കരകളിലെ ഹിന്ദുക്കൾ ഉൾപ്പെട്ട ഒരു : കം " ററിയുടെ ഉപദേശ പ്രകാരം 
കാഞ്ഞിനു കോടു ദേവസ്വം സബ് ഗ്രൂപ്പു ആഫീസർ കൺവീനറായി നടത്തുന്ന 
തിനും അനുവാദമുണ്ടാമിട്ടുളതു മാകുന്നു . 
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അതിൻമേൽതീർപ്പ് 
ആർ. ഒ, സി , ന : 830/ 72 / ജി .ആർ. 

ദേവസ്വംകമ്മീഷണർ ആഫീസ്, 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം13-11-1972. 
മേൽ വിവരിച്ച വസ്തുതകളുടെ അടിസ്ഥാനത്തിൽ, കൊല്ലം കിഴക്കെ 
കല്ലട പഞ്ചായത്ത് അതൃത്തിയിൽ സ്ഥിതിചെയ്യുന്ന പവറി ചിറമല 
ഭഗവതിക്ഷേതം വളരെക്കാലമായി ഒരു ഭരണാധികാരിയില്ലാതെ അനാഥമായി 
തീർന്നിട്ടുളള സ്ഥിതിവിശേഷം മാററി ക്ഷേ (തവും ക്ഷേതസ്വത്തുക്കളും 
ഇനിയും നശിച്ചുപോകാതെ സംരക ഷിക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടിയും പ്രസ്തുത 
ടസ്ററിൻറ ഉദ്ദേശലക്ഷ്യങ്ങളെ 

ഉചിതമായി 

നിർവഹിക്കുന്നതിനു 
വേണ്ടിയും ക്ഷേതഭരണത്തിന ഒരു മാനേജരെ നിയമിക്കുന്നതിനു കല്ലട 
പഞ്ചായത്തു പ്രസിഡൻറ് അയച്ച അപേക്ഷയിൻമേൽ സത്വരനടപടി സ്വീകരി 
ക്കുവാൻ ഗവൺമൻറിൽനിന്നും ബോർഡിലേയ്ക്കു അയച്ച 

ലറററിനെ 
ആദരിച്ചും ക്ഷേ തത്തിലെ കാണിക്ക , വഴിവാട് ഇവയിൽ നിന്നുള്ള വരുമാനം 
കൊണ്ട് ക്ഷേത്രത്തിലെ ദൈനംദിന ചിലവുകൾ നടക്കുമെന്ന് കൊല്ലം അസി: 
കമ്മീഷണർ അഭിപ്രായപ്പെട്ടിട്ടുളളതുകൊണ്ടും ദേവസ്വം ബോർഡിൽനിന്നു . 
ആർ, ഒ , സി . 896 |72| ലാൻറ് നമ്പരിൽ 9-11-1972- ൽ ഉണ്ടായ ഉത്തരവിൻ( പകാ 
രവും തിരു - കൊച്ചി ഹിന്ദുധർമ്മസ്ഥാപന ആക്ററായ 1950 - ലെ XV-ാം 
ആക്ററ് 37 (2 ), 42 എന്നീ വകുപ്പുകൾ അനുസരിച്ച് ഒരു കൊല്ലത്തേക്ക് 

പവററ് ചിററുമല ഭഗവതിക്ഷേത്രത്തിന്റെ (ഉപദേവൻമാർ ഉൾപ്പടെയുളള 
സ്ഥാപനത്തിൻറ) ഭരണം കല്ലട പഞ്ചായത്തിലെ 16 കരകളിലെ താഴെ വിവരി 
ക്കുന്ന ഹിന്ദുക്കൾ ഉൾപ്പെട്ട ഒരു കമ്മിററിയുടെ ഉപദേശ പ്രകാരം കാഞ്ഞിരം 

കോട് ദേവസ്വം സബ് ഗ്രൂപ്പ്ആഫീസർ കൺവീനറായി നടത്തേണ്ടതാണെന്നു 
തീരുമാനിച്ചിരിക്കുന്നു . 

( ഒപ്പ്.) 

ദേവസ്വംകമ്മീഷണർ. 
ഉപദേശകസമിതി അംഗങ്ങളുടെ പേരുവിവരം: 

1. ശീ . ചന്ദശേഖരൻ,കാഞ്ഞിരംകോടു ദേവസ്വംചതിരം (കൺവീനർ). 
2. ശീ . ബി . പരമേശ്വരൻപിളള , കല്ലട പഞ്ചായത്തു പ്രസിഡൻറ്. 
3. ശ്രീ . പി . മാധവൻ, പഞ്ചായത്തുംബർ. 
4. ( ശീ , സുകുമാരൻ ആശാൻ, മംഗലശേരി. 
5. ( ശീ : ശിവപ്രസാദ്, കരിക്കതിൽ, 
6. ( ശ്രീ . രാമചന്(ദൻപിളള, പുതുക്കുളത്ത്. 

7. . ശ 1 , ഭാസ്ക്കരപിളള, ഉദയമന്ദിരം. 
- " 8. ( ശി , വേലായുധൻ, കുഴിവിള . 

9. ( ശീ , ദിവാകരൻ, കന്നിമേട്. 
10. ( ശി . ശങ്കരൻ, കുറിച്ചാത്തുമണ്ണിൽ, 
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